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March 4, 1983 


Governor Christopher S. Bond 
Members of the General Assembly of the State of Missouri 


We are pleased ‘to transmit to you the final report, , 
unanimously approved, of the Missouri Advisory Commission on 
State Government Recruitment, Retention and Compensation. 
The report contains several recommendations for improving 
salaries in the executive, legislative and judicial branches. 


This Commission met nine times in a four and pre-half 
month period and heard testimony at four public hearings, 
from eighty-seven persons representing government, business, 
labor and other concerned citizens. Missouri's inadequate 
compensation level for executive managers, law enforcement 
agencies, the judiciary and elected officials are creating 
severe management problems in the conduct of state 1 
government. Some have suggested we are on the verge of a 
crisis. 3 : 


Five years ago we were among the leaders in the fifty 
states in compensating our judges, our executive department 
heads and several of our electéd officials. Now, due 
primarily to inaction since the 1977 Compensation Commission 
recommendations were implemented, we are a distant follower 
for most of our important leadership positions. At a time 
when the cost of living has grown almost 50% in the past 4 
years, and most state employees have seen an average in- 
crease of 39%, our judges, elected officials, top department 
managers, and several other statutory salaried positions 
have seen no increase or only a minimal increase in pay. 


We are asking state government managers making $30,000-" 
$40,000 per year to handle multi-million, even billion 
‘dollar programs. This is unheard of in many other state 
governments, private industry and even many local govern- 
ments in Missouri. Agencies like the Public Service Commis- 
sion, Tax Commission and Administrative Hearing Commission 
are now being called on to decide increasingly complex 
issues with enormous financial impact. Directors of the 
Departments of Mental Health, Revenue, Highways and Trans- 
portation, Social Services, Elementary and Secondary 
Education and the Office of Administration are responsible 
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for over half the state employees and over half the state budget. These 
are vital functions of the state that must be well managed. Addition— 
ally, in a state that is known for the "Missouri Plan" for selecting many 
of its judges, a plan copied by several other states, we now have fallen 
into the bottom 40 per cent in pay for our judges. We were in the top 15 
per cent only five years ago. F 


Our highway patrol is suffering motale problems; troopers are 
resigning to work for other police agencies; and they are not accepting 
promotions because there is little pay differential in the ranks. 
Because of the unworkable 35 year longevity plan and low pay, the patrol 
is seriously impaired. 


The legislature is continually called on to work harder on more 
complex government’ issues affecting all of our citizens. With increased 
costs of ‘living in the state capitol away from their homes, and with no 
increase in salary possible before 1985, the: members of the general. 
dssembly need an immediate intreased per diem-‘allowance. 


This Commission worked hard reviewing salaries; listening to testi- 
mony; and comparing Missouri salaries ‘to other states, local governments 
in Missouri, the federal government and private industry. The 
recommendations we make in this report are designed to move Missouri back 
into a leadership role. The salaries we propose will make us comparable 
with the best of the other states. We did not aim for mediocrity, we did 
not strive to be average or below average, we did not wish to be a 
follower. At the same time we are not proposing salaries that put us at 
the very top of the list. Instead we propose salaries that put us among 
the leaders, in a position to pay what the positions deserve to be paid, 
considering responsibilities and market factors. 


Including the amount for the highway patrol, the total increases 
proposed amount to about 1/3 of 1 per cent of the-state's budget. This 
is a small price to pay to attract and retain the bright, competent, 
efficient people needed to run government in a time of slowed growth and 
increasing responsibilities on the state caused by the "new federalism." 


There are those who will point to.an existing fiscal crisis in state 
government, claim that we have blindly ignored that crisis and contend 
that the raises proposed just can't be given. That simply isn't true. 

We believe it would be courting disaster if we allowed the state's fiscal 
situation to exacerbate the severe compensation problems we face. 


Not only this Commission but all citizens want Missouri to be well 
governed, managed and judged. We simply cannot afford for it not to be. 
The Commission's proposals, if adopted, will continue our move toward 
that goal. 
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The Members of this Commission truly appreciate the opportunity 
given to us to render this public service. We are convinced it: was 
timely, indeed necessary. We look forward to discussion of ‘our proposals 
and hope that you and the General Assembly will support our recommenda~ 
tions. . . 


Our report would not be complete if we did not call attention to the 
invaluable staff work done by Associate Dean Kenneth Dean of the 
‘University of Missouri-Columbia School of ‘Law. On your behalf and our 
own we express our gratitude. 7 


Sincérely, 


Ilus W. Davis 


Chairman 


‘lad 
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INTRODUCTION 


Commission Formation 


Acknowledging a "critical need to hire and retain the killed staff nec- 
essary to provide quality services for Missouri citizens," Governor Bond 
announced on September 7, 1982, the selection of fourteen citizens to serve 
on The Missouri Advisory Commission on State Government Recruitment, . 
Retention and Compensation. . ‘ 


The Commission had been created by Executive Order 82-11, issued June: 

24, 1982. The executive order charged the Commission with the responsibility 

* among others, to "review, analyze, examine, study, recommend and report on 
the following matters: Foe oY ' 


1. The scope.and extent of responsibilities and the levels of compensa- 
tion of the elected and gubernatorially-appointed officials of the 
three branches of state government, ‘as compared to similar posi- 
tions in other states and in the private sector; 


2. The scope and extent of responsibilities and the levels of compensa- 
tion of the top administrative, middle management, and professional/ 
.technical positions. of the three, branches of state government, as 
compared to similar positions in other states and in the private 
sector; and : 


3. The scope and extent of responsibilities and the levels of compensa- 
tion of the law enforcement personnel of the state and of the metro- 
politan police departments, as compared to each other and to similar 
positions in. other states and metropolitan areas." 


The full text of the Executive Order is set out in Appendix A. 


This is only the second time that such a Commission has been appointed 
to review compensation of upper level state employees and elected’ officials. 
The first such independent review was the nine member Missouri Compensation 
Commission appointed December 21, 1976, which made its report in March 1977 
to the Governor and General Assembly. 


This Commission is composed of fourteen (14) members, five (5) appoint- 
ed by the Governor and three (3) each by the President Pro Tem of the 
Senate, the Speaker of the House of Representatives and the Chief Justice of 
‘the. Missouri Supreme Court. The Commission members and the appointing 
authorities are set out below: 


Jack S. Curtis 

Dr. Fredda Witherspoon 
John C. Shepherd 
Albert M. Spradling, Jr. 
John D. Graham 


- Appointed by Governor Kit Bond 


llus W. Davis ) 

Donald E. Lasater ) - Appointed by President Pro Tem 
H. E. Davis % ) Norman Merrell 

W. E.. Clarkson EO. b, . 

Kenneth F. Davis ) - Appointed. by House Speaker 

S. P. "Pete" Sorensen ) Bob Griffin 

Irvine O. Hockaday, Jr. *) : oR Ben 
Howard L.: Young * )-- Appointed by Chief ‘Justice 


Mrs. ‘G. Duncan Bauman | ) ° Robert Donnelly 


The 1976 Missouri Compensation: Commission’ 


The work of this Commission was made somewhat easier by the efforts of ° 
the preceding, Commission. Not only were the earlier report and procedures 
available, but two members of the earlier Commission -- Mr. Howard L. Young 


» ,and Mrs. G. Duncan Bauman -- were appointed to this Commission. This 


résulted in a depth of experience, continuity and perspective that proved: 
valuable in the Commission's work. : \ 


The scope , of responsibilities given this Commission was broader than 
that of the 1976 Commission. However, this Commission, like the 1976 group, 
chose to limit its inquiries and recommendations: This point will be discussed 
later in the report. . “y 

The 1976 Commission recommendations for salary increases for, elected 
_ and, .appointed state officials were well received by the General Assembly. 
. Virtually all of the recommendations for salary increases were followed without 
change. We believe the reconimendations of that Commission were implemented 
Because they were realistic, recognized the need .to be competitive and’ re- 
flected the inflationdry ,rates occurring before 1977. The double digit infla~ 
tion of the past few years clearly requires substantial adjustment in compen- 
sation. We fully expect and hope that all of the salary recommendations of 
this Commission will meet with the same success as the 1976 Commission. 


Four other recommendations were made by the 1976 Commission, but were 
not implemented. This Commission has also chosen to make several! additional 
recommendations which it believes will insure proper ongoing review of several 
problem areas noted by the Commission. One recommendation made by , the 
1976 Commission is echoed here -- the establishment of a permanent salary 
review commission. A full discussion will be found at pages 14-15 of this 
report. The fact that it was necessary to once again appoint a Commission 
like this is clear recognition of an ongoing problem in salary review at the 
upper levels of state government.. 


Commission Procedures 


The Commission met a total of 9 times between October 11 and February 
28, 1983. Four of the meetings were set for public hearings. A total of 
eighty-seven (87) people testified before the Commission, and 800 pages of 
testimony was taken. In addition to the public testimony the Commission also 
received reports, letters and other materials which were used and reviewed in 


=.= 


completing its work. A copy of the transcript of the testimony and other 
supporting materials has been deposited in the Supreme Court Library, the 
Legislative Library and the Governor's office. It is available for review and 
inspection. 


All meetings were open to the public and press. Each public ‘hearing - 
one in Kansas City, one in St. Louis and two in Jéfferson City - was pre-. 
ceded by a press release to almast’500 media sources. Copies of sample press * 
releases and notice(s) of commission meetings are shown in Appendix B. The 

* Commission was .careful.to comply with both the letter and spirit of the law 
regarding open meetings. 


For each hearing special notice was’ sent to certain individuals the Com- 
mission believed to be particularly concerned with the work of the Commis- 
sion. That list is shown in Appendix C. 


The Commission -wishes to thank all:those in:the Executive, Legislative 
and Judicial Branches who responded -to requests for information’ and Provided 
additional staff assistance to the Commission. 


Policy Considerations 2 


In general, the Commission believes most of the same considerations set 
forth in the 1977 report are still valid today.. The Commission: believes that it 
is essential. to the maintenance of a sound and efficient government that 
salaries be fair and equitable and that high elective or appointive public 
service not be the exclusive preserve of the wealthy or those: supported 
financially by special interests. 


In the administrative areas, low salaries will,éventually lead to inef- 
ficiencies and mismanagement of ‘the state's .affairs. Competent ana’ able 
administrators will go where financial rewards far surpass: the intangible and 
often over-emphasized prestige and self-satisfaction aspects of public service. 


It is always the fact that there are more demands for state funds than 
‘there are resources to meet the demands. The Commission is concerned that 
public funds not be expended for excessively high salaries, but at the same 
time it is obvious that excessively low salaries do not represent,an economy 
for taxpayers. This is particularly true at a‘ time when the state is in a 
period of slowed growth. 


_ Incompetence or inexperience in the responsible positions in state gov- 
ernment, if it should occur, will have an adverse effect on the economy of 
the state and quality of services provided to our citizens. Only if salary 
levels are appropriate can we hope to employ the highly qualified individuals 
the state needs. If such individuals are attracted, increases in efficiency can 
be accomplished which will far outweigh the costs of the increased salaries. 
The policy of this Commission is to recommend pay levels adequate to attract 
and retain competent people. 


While the Commission has not undertaken to evaluate the performance of 
incumbents in any of the offices considered, the Commission shares the view 
of many that Missouri has a government of substantial integrity administered 


by public servants of ability, competence and dedication. 


In our system of government it is the responsibility of the voters to 
elect competent officials. While salary levels alone cannot assure that the 
public will elect competent officials, nevertheless, it is clear that extremely 
low salaries inevitably will discourage many competent people from seeking 
public office. % 


Further, even’ competent elected officials cannot succeed if compensation 
for their key staff is too low to attract or retain the best. If enacted, .some 
of the recommendations of this Commission will go into effect this year, others 
will take effect in two years and one in four years. For all of the offices 
considered, our recommendations are for salary levels appropriate for the 
year 1983. Our present economic situation is simply not stable enough to: 
warrant prediction as to what a salary level should be two or four years 
hence. “Private enterprise has found that frequent salary reviews are neces- 
sary during these times to maintain appropriate salary levels. 


Self-lmposed Limitations on Scope of Report 


+; Because the Commission wished to complete its report in time for action 
in the current legislative session, and because’ the task would have been too 
formidable otherwise, the Commission has limited its specific salary recom- 
mendations to elective, upper level management and statutory salaries, except 
in certain instances noted in the report. The charge to the Commission was 
, S80 broad.that such a self limitation was necessary. It simply was not pos- 
sible, due to time,-staffing and other factors, for the Commission to address 
all the problems which it observed. 


. The Commission does note that particularly important recruitment, re= 
tention and compensation problems exist in the following areas; and further 
study beyond this Commission's review seems warranted: 


1. Fringe Benefits - for many elective and some regtilar state employ- 
ees; 

Salaries for Probation and Parole officers; 

Salaries for Public Defenders; 

Salaries for Conservation Agents; 

Salaries - for many of the skilled positions in state government, 

including but not limited to data processing Professionals, agcount- 

ants, 7 lawyers, mental health professionals, engineers, man- 

agers, educational professionals, and other skilled workers. The 

Commission strongly urges that further study and analysis of these 

positions be undertaken, since the pay levels seem quite low. 
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No Analysis As to Availability of Funds 


The Commission was not asked nor directed to make suggestions or pro- 
posals for financing its recommendations. That role is for the Governor and 
the General Assembly. Therefore, no analysis has been made as to the 
availability of funds for implementing the recommendations contained in this 
report. 


The Commission at its first meeting agreed that its primary role would be 
to recommend salary levels. It became alarmingly evident during the taking 
of testimony that Missouri is in or near a state of crisis in its compensation to 
upper level management, law enforcement agencies, the judiciary, elected 
state officials, and many of those with statutorily set salaries. The Commis- 
sion believes the salary levels proposed are necessary to make us competitive 
‘with other states, localities within’ Missouri, the Federal government and 
private industry. The salaries proposed, if anything, .are conservative. 
They are realistic. Increases are necessary, and: the total increases .repre- 
sent only 1/3 of 1% of the state budget. Funds must be found to implement 
these recommendations or we will indeed face significant long term’ deteriora- 
tion of state services. 


Factors’ Considered 


In general, the Commission took into account the following factors in 
analyzing pay levels ‘and positions on which recommendations were made. A 
fuller discussion appears later in this report: 


Duties and responsibilities of the position 
. Salary history . 
Fringe benefits 
Inflationary rate since 1978 
Raises granted state and other employees since 1978 
Comparison of salary with 

a) Similar positions in local government in Missouri 

b) Other states 

c) Federal government 

d) Private industry 
7. Public and legislative acceptance 
The Commission was and is concerned that the public, the citizens 
‘of the state, be educated to the compensation problems facing this 
state and the correlation between good services and good compensa- 
tion. Several times during,the hearings, the, Commission heard 
testimony from labor leaders,” business leaders, — and governmental 
leaders that they and their constituencies recognized the pressing 
need for salary improvement in state government. 

Not one person of over 87 testifying said salaries were adequate 
or too high. Many of those testifying had no direct personal inter- 
est in the results of the Commission's work. While there may be 
those who will say the proposals are too high, the Commission is 
convinced the proposals are sound, realistic and necessary to 
attract and retain the quality individuals needed to serve the 
citizens of Missouri. 

The Commission calls upon the leaders from business, industry, 
labor ‘and government to start or to maintain their efforts to edu- 
cate their constituencies on the pressing need for salary improve- 
ment. 

This Commission, like the 1976 Commission recognizes that there 
has been some public sentiment against any pay increases, partic- 
ularly for the Legislature, because of the claim of an inherent 
conflict of interest in permitting the legislators to establish their 
own salaries. The Commission disagrees with this sentiment for two 
reasons: first, with the exception of half of the Senate, the Con- 
stitution prohibits any elected official, other than a judge, from 
receiving a pay increase during his term of office. Therefore, with 
those exceptions, the only instance in which a legislator would be 
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voting to raise his present pay would be a particular incumbent who | 
is eventually reelected. Second, substantial salary adjustments are 
.required immediately and the only practical way to accomplish this © 
is through action by the Legislature. 

The Commission expects that it will receive objective and fair 
comment regarding its: recommendations. and that those leaders 
testifying before the Commission will mobilize their support for, 
these necessary changes in salary levels. | ; 


Il, GENERAL OBSERVATIONS 


Compensation Levels 


Missouri faces a major problem. Salaries are too low to attract or retain. 
many highly competent people. There are disturbing numbers of resignations 
and turnovers in some positions. Even where turnover may be decreasing 
due to the general state of the economy, testimony ‘indicates major problems 
when the economy improves. We. cannot avoid the problem by waiting and 
taking advantage of current economic conditions, thereby penalizing the state 
and its employees. We will suffer even more when the economy rebounds. 


Some particular examples are striking and vary ‘across the spectrum of 
state employees: ‘ 


1. Former Supreme Court Judge John Bardgett resigned in 1982 due 
primarily to the salary level. His salary had been fixed with no 
change since 1978. He recognized his salary was quite substantial 
compared to most other state employees but noted "everything is 
‘relative in life and so is the compensation of people who you expect 
td perform executive duties . . ." 2 

“It is a fact that you can always find someone, to take a job at 
any price, but as Judge Bardgett noted "it is not always the person 


you want. It is not always the person who has the background, 

the knowledge of the law, and the thing | cay wisdom . . . to 
understand how law impacts our people... ." 

2. Former Circuit Judge Paul Vardeman resigned last year = again 

_ Primarily due to salary and hig impression that judges had not been 

treated fairly regarding pay. When judges go on the bench they 

make a dramatic career change - they cannot return to private 


practice very easily. Unlike many other state employees or officials 
a judge has often "burned his bridges" behind him by giving up 
his .private practice. 


3. Between 1976 and 1982 there has been a "dramatic, unbelieveable" 
lack of interest in applying for circuit judgeships in the Kansas 
City area -- (testimony of Max Faust). He reports the 16th Circuit 
Commission was barely getting enough. qualified names to present a 
selection panel to the Governor. The- reason: low salaries. 
Another factor: the workload for judges has increased significantly 
in recent years while pay has not. (See Appendix T for judicial 
workload history). 


"Il would say that, yes, we are at a crisis now. . . . Resignations 
have increased dramatically in the past three years . . . we have 
had 51 resignations and 32 of those have cited financial reasons." 
Testimony of Col. H.J.. Hoffman, Superintendant,. Missouri State 
Highway Patrol. Additional testimony was taken showing MSHP 
Patrolmen applying for positions in St. Louis, Kansas City or other 
localities bécause their. pay would be better in only a year or 


two. Patrolmen are not accepting promotions because -there is, not 
enough pay differential in the ranks to justify a move. 
"All of our people are very highly motivated. .. . one of my 


big fears is that if we don't do something about the benefits and 
the salary, we are going to quit attracting those people." Trooper 


.Terry St. Clair (p. 61 Transcript) 


Turnover rate among Probation and Parole officers is at 24-269. '® 
(Testimony of Dick Moore). Probation & Parole officers are the 
lowest paid law enforcement related positions in state government. 


"Strong, intelligent, and vigorous executives will shun us for other 
states, for other local governments, and for.the private sector, and 
Missouri, state government ultimately will become the employer of last 


resort." John Pelzer, Commission of Administration. 
Compared with just four of our neighbors -- Arkansas, Kansas, 
lowa and Illinois -- Missouri pays the lowest ‘salary in 20 of 33 


executive level positions. (p. 151 Transcript). See also Appendix 
OQ. This excerpt from a letter of Governor Bond’ to the Commission 
(January 27, 1983) highlights the issue: 
Two recent examples focus attention on the need 

to provide realistic Executive Branch. salaries. We 

have just this month lost both the Director of the 

Division of Family Services and the Director of the 

Division of Electronic Data Processing from the 

Department of Social Services. In the latter case, 

our director is leaving Missouri to take a job in- 

volving less responsibility but a far higher salary. 

Recruiting qualified people for these two $34,000 per 

year jobs--either of which can cost or save the state 

millions of dollars each year--will be difficult. 
", . . We are losing the deputy general.counsel of the Department 
of Revenue to an offer of a salary of approximately $10,000 4g 
excess of what he was making here by [Jackson] county." 
Richard King, Director, Department of Revenue. " . . . | think 
there is a significant risk of discretion being miscarried" if salaries 
in the Department are not improved. (p. 184 Transcript) 


The number of qualified applicants for upper level management 
positions -- those at the $34,000 Division Directors range -- ha ¢ 
decreased dramatically in some departments in the past five years. 


"Once in a while somebody steps forward and provides public 
service [for a low salary], but not forever. There is just a limit 
to the sacrifice" - James Antonio, State Auditor (p. 536 Transcript) 


10. “We are experiencing a drop-off in the number of [attorney] appli- 
cants we interview and we are. experiencing an increase in the 
number of people who receive offers from us but who decline." - 
Attorney General John Ashcroft (p.. 476 Transcript) 


11. "I think there are people right now waiting to see what the recom- 

mendations of your Commission are tco-see whether or not they’ will 

* remain (with state government). It’ is that serious." Testimony of 
state senator. Ed Dirck. 


Ttie above examples represent only a limited selection of testimony pre- 
sented. They clearly indicate’ that inadequate compensation has created 
severe problems in all departments of our state government. 


Rapid Increases in Cost’ of Living . 


Sirice“1978 we have seen dramatic fluctuations in the economy and’ sub- 
stantial increases in the inflation rate. The chart below shows that the 
Consumer Price Index (CPI) has increased 50.2% since 1978. This change in 
the CPI is contrasted in the chart with the percentage that salaries have 
increased for certain selécted groups within Missouri and beyond. 


Comparison of Salary Increases* Increase in CPI* 

: 1978-1982 1978-1982 
Kansas City City Employees , 58.0% 50.23 
Missouri County Employees ; 52.2% ° 50.28 
Missouri State Employees 39.18 50.23) 


(non-statutory salaries) 


Average Full-Time Wage and . : 
Salary Worker (United States) 35.33: - 50.2% 


Most Missouri Judges (Circuit — 
Court of Appeals - Supreme 7 
Court) . 3.83 50.2% 


Several Executive Branch Depart- 
ment Directors and Division 
Directors 0.08 50.28 


*[Source: Midwest Research Institute] 


The chart shows that while the CP! has increased 50.2% in a four-year period 
some positions received no, or an‘ insignificant, increase in pay. Particularly 
of concern is the fact that’ several key executives: - Department and Division 
Directors - have received no pay increase since January 1, 1978, and no 
raise is possible before October, 1983 at the earliest. This is almost six 
years without an increase for several positions. The General Assembly ré= 
ceived its last pay increase in January 1979, and the earliest another raise 
would be available is January, 1985 - a six-year period. For the state audi- 
tor no pay raise is possible until January, 1987, an eight year period since 
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the last raise. Given the rate of inflation we have experienced in the past 
four years, this is an intolerable situation. 


What the above table shows is that for virtually all of the elective and 
appointive upper level positions in the executive, legislative and judicial 
branches, there has been a significant reduction in the buying power of those 
1978 salary levels. 


‘The: chart on p. 10 SGraphicalty shows the sbacticet effect — ‘a sig- 
nificant cut in the buying power of many positions. 


Comparison With Positions in Local Government 


The Commission discovered that many comparable administrative positions | 
in city. government, not orily in St. Louis and Kansas City, but also in other 
cities such as Springfield, Columbia, St. Joseph and Kirksville, pay more - 
often: considerably more than the comparable position in state government. 
The city manager of Kansas City makes over $70,000; in St. Louis the mayor's 
chief of staff $57,148; in Columbia the city manager $52,074; in Springfield - 
the .city manager $55,021. All these are above Division or Department Direc- 
tors in state government - of whom many have significantly: more fiscal and 
personnel responsibilities. Currently, 110 school superintendents and 21 
principals located in every area of the state make in excess of $40,000 - the 
top for many state department. directors. Every ‘comparable position’ in St. 
Louis City or Kansas City government pays from $2000 to $20,000 higher than 
the. corresponding position in state government. At least ten state college 
presidents or chancellors make: more than the Governor! (See Appendixes E, 
F & G for detailed comparisons). 


A police officer with two years experience in the following Missouri cities 
makes more than a two-year Missouri State Highway Patrolman: St. Louis 
County--$1400 more, Kansas City--$2500 more, Springfield--$740 more. The 
gap increases in succeeding years. (See Appendix H for comparison). 


These are only a few of the examples of positions in Missouri local 
government that pay significantly more than state level positions. It is not 
surprising that we have difficulty attracting and retaining key employeés 
when some local governments pay considerably more than the state. The 
prestige, power and responsibility of state positions can go only so far in 
drawing candidates - salary also has to be adequate. (See Appendix D, 
which shows that most lower level positions in St. Louis and Kansas City also 
pay more than similar state positions.) 


Gap With Private Industry Salaries 


While it is not often possible to compare positions in state government 
with private industry, we cannot ignore pay levels and trends in the private 
sector if we are to attract bright, capable people to state government service. 
Moreover, as much as possible, we should strive to meet the competitive 
salary and’ fringe benefit demands of private industry, particularly for the 
top managerial and leadership positions in the executive, judicial and legisla- 
tive branches. If public revenues were compared to private corporate sales, 
the State of Missouri would exceed all but five Missouri based corporations 
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and would rank in the top 100 of the Fortune 500. In addition Missouri 
employs in excess of 44,000 workers, excluding the universities. 


Appendix | shows the disparity that exists with several key positions in 
state service and the counterpart position in private industry. The Commis- 
sion heard testimgny of several who noted striking pay differentials with 
private industry. ad : : 


The recommendations made herein are designed to close only partially a 
gap that has éver widened in the past five years. A gap will clearty remain. 


Salary Compression in Upper Level Merit System Positions \ 


While the Commission is making no specific salary recommendations (with 
only a few exceptions) below the Division Director level, it did receive testi- 
mony and notes a significant problem with salaries ‘of some merit system 
positions reaching or exceeding the salaries of Division Directors.. The chart 
on page 12 demonstrates the ‘problem dramatically. It is not a sound 
Management situation to have subordinate employees making more than the 
agency head, or to be unable to progress’ upward due to the limit on the * 
agency head salary. Since merit system employees represent only about 60% 
of state employees, no doubt the problem also exists in seVeral non-merit 
system agencies. In fact, testimony 98 the state auditor indicates at least one 
of his deputies is pdid more than he. : 


This compression in the classified service can only’ be relieved by raising 
the salaries of the Department Directors, Deputy Directors and the Division 
Directors. 7 


Appendix J ‘shows the 49 classes of merit ‘employees that need’ salary 
adjustments in order to, allow those upper level career employees to be 
properly compensated, and relieve the compression. Inadequate salaries for: 
the top positions invariably mean inadequate salaries all the way down the line 
of state employment. 


Comparison With Other States 


Mr. Mark Henley, President of the Missouri Pacific Corporation and CEO 
of the Mississippi River Transmission Company, who also testified before the 
1976 Commission, told us "we are going to have to look at priorities. The 
first priority is going to have to be to get people who can get us out of this 
morass oy . « . there is no room in any of those jobs for underpaid incompe- 
tents. 


But how can we attract the kind of people needed when Missouri falls 
significantly under the national average in compensation and below all but one 
of our bordering neighbors? State Treasurer Mel Carnahan distributed a 
chart - set out below - that compares 46 benchmark positions with the nation- 
al average of those jobs, and the average in the states that border us. 
Missouri is 27.28 below the national average. While this chart includes sev- 
eral positions the Commission has not reviewed, it does indicate a significant 
problem - in general, Missouri is significantly below average in the compensa- 
tion of many of its most important positions. 
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ASSISTANT DIVISION DIRECTORS 


COMPARISON OF WEIGHTED AVERAGE SALARY OF 46 BENCHMARK POSITIONS** 


(Chart prepared by Treasurer Mel Carnahan) 


Above/ Below Above/ Below 

1982 Salary Avg. - Missouri Avg. - National Avg. 
Missouri ~ " . $17,816 -- : -27.2 
National 24,465 +37.3 --- 

BORDERING STATES 

IHinois » 25,556- “+43.4 ° + 4.5 
Arkansas « 20,105 +12.8 -17.8 
lowa 24,497 +37.5 + 0.1 
Kansas 27,434 +54.0 +12.1 
Kentucky 19,293. + 8.3 721.1 
Nebraska 23,869 +34.0 21255 
Oklahoma 24,427 +3721 - 0.2 
Tennessee 17,194 ~ 3.5 29.8 


(Comparison ‘of weighted average of 46 benchmark positions includes top 

management positions in state government, beginning with the governor, and 

including department and some division heads). 

**Published in the 1983 Salary Survey of State Governments Tabular Extract; 
Hay Associates, Public Sector Group, Chicago. 


If one examines the chart in Appendix K, also taken from the Hay Spary 
Survey, examining several key positions, Missouri is below average in 32 0 
38 positions. Of those 32 positions, most range from 10% to 308 below their 
counterparts in other states. 


The Commission reiterates its position that there is a need for quality 
management in state government at all times, but particularly in times of 
slowed growth, budget: reductions and retrenchment. Comparable salaries - 
yes, even attractive ‘salaries - must be offered to attract and retain the 
quality we need. 


The Need for Ongoing Salary Review 


The Commission heard time after time from virtually every witness that 
the only sure way to handle yearly review in statutory salaries would be a 
system--through legislation--to trigger annual adjustments in the salary. The 
reason this Commission was created results from inadequate attention to 
* statutory salaries on an annual basis. If judges, legislators, . statewide 
elected officials, department directors, juvenile officers, court reporters, 
circuit clerks and the other statutory positions had received yearly adjust- 
ments comparable to what other state employees received, then the work of 
this Commission would have been far easier. 


13°- 


The common practice in the business world is to review salaries at least 
every year, particularly for the executive level positions. That must also be 
done in government. That is what this commission is doing. 


But once again we face the "catch-up" problem the 1976 Commission 
faced. .A 30% or 40% or even 50% recommendation at first glance seems large. 
It is not, however, when noting that. the average state.employee received a 

" 393 raise since 1978 and the cost of living increased 50%, while many of the 
\ positions on which we make recommendations have had little or no raise since 
1978 or 1979. : 


The Commission will recommend that all statutory salaries be tied to a 
system that allows .- but does nat require - the legislature to provide monies 
for yearly. increases equal to but not excee: those increases granted other 
state employees, even though we recognize “that there may be constitutional 
problems which may have to be resolved in the courts. . 


Need for Thorough Review of State Personnel Policies 


In performing its duties the Commission noted that there is no single 
office or agency that has complete responsibility to review state personnel 
policies and practices, pay plans; compilation of recruitment 3Rd retention 
statistics, or ‘the power to make recommendations in this area.” While the 
Division of Personnel has responsibility. for’ the merit or classified service, 
this covers only about 60% of state employees. Some agencies have their own 
personnel systems and may have no coordination with the Division of Person- 
nel for interpretation of personnel Practices and policies. This is not to 
suggest that’all employees or departments should be part of the merit system. 
But it seems highly advisable to have an office that is familiar with all of the 
variety of personnel policies, practices and Pay plans that seem to pro- 
liferate. It also seems advisable that there be some consistency in job titles, 
qualifications and pay, whether within or without the merit ‘system. 


The Commission heard testimony from Attorney General Ashcroft that 
many of, his staff had left for much better paying jobs in other state 
agencies”. It is the apparent lack of a coordinated personnel system that 
eads to such interagency job’hopping. This seems inefficient and wasteful of 
talent. 


The Commission is not suggesting any interference with the selection of 
staff by elected officials, but it does seem that those officials and state 
government would be far better served if there was a thorough study of all 
professional level state positions and the pay for those positions. 


Ill, GENERAL RECOMMENDATIONS 


Permanent Salary Review Commission 


This Commission echoes the views of the 1976 Compensation Commission 
in calling for a permanent salary review Commission. In these times of eco- 
nomic uncertainty it is important that salary adjustments be made periodically 
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in order to keep salaries current. In private enterprise salaries are reviewed 
on an-annual or even semi-annual basis as a matter of course for this reason. 


Such a Commission could also save the Legislature considerable time in 
considering pay increase legislation. Each year several dozen pay bills are 
introduced for the statutory positions, z : 


We recommend that such a commission, similarly constituted to this one, 
be established. The commission should have authority to recommend salary | 
adjustments on, a yearly basis for the offices' considered by’ it. The recom- 
mendations ‘sHould be made ‘by the first of December each year. 


-A commission should have a staff to deal more adequately ‘with all statu- 
tory salaries and upper level management -positions in all agencies of state 
government. : 


The establishment of, such a commission would: serve several purposes. 
First, it would keep salaries current. ' The present method of setting salaries 
is too cumbersome to do this, as evidenced by the 2-8 year gap existing since 
the last pay faise for many officials. Second, it is highly desirable that the 
responsibility to recommend salaries be shared by’ someone other than those: 
-who benefit from any increases. Many citizens feel that there is an inherent 
conflict of interest in the Legislature setting its own salary, even though the 
raise does not take effect in the term during which it was passed. Because 
of such sentiment, it has been Suggested that our Legislature has over- 
reacted, refusing to adjust their own and other.salaries for too long. The , 
commission we propose would be a neutral body that would be empowered to 
study and recommend salary levels with only one objective in mind, the best 
interest of the state of Missouri. . An on-going commission with the authority 
we suggest is'the best vehicle for doing this. 


A significant number of other states now have such commissions and itis * 
time for Missouri to,create one. 


Therefore, we recommend a salary commission as follows: 
(1) . Composed of nine members with staggered terms; 


(2) Appointment in the manner in which the present commission was 
appointed; “s 


(3) Power to recommend salaries for the state's elected and appointed 
officials in all three branches of government whose salaries are ao: 
by statute, and upper level management; 


(4) Directed to compile annual compensation statistics and comparisons 
with other states, the private sector and Missouri localities for 
report to the Governor and General Assembly. 


Continued Review of Problem Areas 

A continued review of certain positions seems necessary based on testi- 
mony before the Commission. It is certain that there are other areas that 
need review about which the Commission did not’ hear testimony. Mr. Ed 
Godar, Director of the Division of Personnel and a long time employee of the 
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Division pointed out the fivtswing problems in the Classified Service: 


1. The general lo ay levels with relation to private industry and 
other governments of most state positions; 

z. Inadequate merit increase funding - many employees are still at the 
first step on the scale even after several years, because of lack of 
funds; 

3. ‘Salary compression - upper level career employess reaching or 


exceeding the statutory ceiling of their supervisors. 


We know from testimony that’ several law enforcement positions - probation 
and parole officers, the water patrol, and others > are clearly derfunded 
as a group. Testimony was given that pay for many professionals”~ is inade- 
quate and needs further attention. 


It is important that the state obtain’ good workers vat all levels-—from the: 
lowest paid to the highest: paid positions. However, it is particularly im- 
portant that the professionals, the middle. and upper managers and. the highly 
skilled, be competitively paid. They determine just how well state 
government works on an ongoing day to day basis. It is our general. impres- 
sion that many of these employees are not competitively paid. We do not want 
to attract those who see the state as the employer of last resort. [See- 
Appendix “F for comparisons of some positions with private industry and ¢ 
Appendix O for comparison with other governments]. 


Whether the permanent salary review commission recommended above, or 
.the Personnel Advisory Commission or some other special group be given the 
function of this’ review is not important. It is important, ‘however, that 
someone undertake this vital effort. . 


Review and Analysis of Fringe Benefits 


At best the fringe benefit package for many state officials and classes of 
state employees is uncoordinated. At- worst fringe benefits are inadequate, 
particularly for many of the statutory salaried positions and for the key 
Department and Division Directors. The fringe benefit package for many 
private employees, particularly executives, may be as much as 50% of salary. 
Missgyri state benefits at most will average about 20% for executive employ- 
ees. 


The benefit package for the Highway Patrol is inadequate and non- 
competitive with many other local Missouri police agencies. 


There are several fringe benefit packages covering state employees, and 
there is a different plan for exécutive. elected positions, the judiciary and the 
legislature. If the Commission were convinced these various plans were the 
product of well thought out and rational design it would feel far more secure. 
What appears to be the case, however, is a series of plans that are not 
coordinated. 
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A much more thorough review is needed than this commission can give. 
Where appropriate (primarily regarding the Patrol), the Commission has made 
a few specific recommendations. In general, however, we have not. Our 
strong suggestion is that all benefits be reviewed, particularly those re- 
garding health insurance and retirement. 


+ Continued Coordination of Policies Affecting State Law Enforcement Agencies 


With a few exceptions (notably conservation agents and probation and 
parole officers) most state level law enforcement agencies are under the 
Department of Public Safety. The Commission noted the disparity of 
treatment in pay, personnel practices, training, and career advancement of 
the’ agencies from which we heard testimony: The Missouri State Highway 
Patrol, The Water Patrol, the State Fire Marshall, Liquor Control. Some are 
merit employees, some are not. Some get overtime, somé do not. Some are 
supplied cars for their work, some are not. Some are paid much more than 
others. . The Commission believes that further efforts should be undertaken to 
look at all areas of inequities, not just those in the compensation arena. , 


The Problem of Statutory Salaries 


There is value in limiting the number of statutory salary positions, and. 
in allowing those branches or officials charged with certain résponsibilities ~ 
notably the Governor and the Judiciary - to set the salary levels necessary to 
adjust to market conditions. We recommend that the Permanent Salary Review 
Commission be charged with reviewing all state paid statutory salaries and 
recommending to the Legislature which, if any, of those salaries might be 
made non-statutory. * 


‘Adequate Support for the Missouri State Highway Patrol 


- While more will be said later regarding the Missouri State Highway 
Patrol, it is important to state that the Commission heard disturbing testi- 
mony. Testimony was given that morale is low, that turnover has increased, 
that promotions were being refused due to Inadequate’ pay and, rank differ~ 
ential. 


The Missouri State Highway Patrol is the premier law enforcement agency 
within the state. It should be kept comparable in pay and fringe benefits 
with the major metropolitan police agencies in the state, with other patrol 
agencies nationally, and the salary reviewed and. adjusted annually. The 
Patrol is highly respected in this state. The officers are proud to be patrol- 
men even though they often work under adverse conditions. They are our 
primary ambassadors of the road to tourists and others passing through 
Missouri. They. have an enviable tradition of relatively scandal free opera- 
tions. Let us preserve this outstanding agency by adequate support. ‘ 


IV. SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATION 


Set out below are the specific salary recommendations made by the 
Commission. The proposals are shown by branch, beginning with the Execu- 
tive. A summary chart is- shown at the beginning of each section and a more 
extensive discussion follows, which explains the rationale for the recommended 
salary for the position. 
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After the specific salaries are shown for each branch, another problem 
area is addressed - that of annual adjustments to salaries, and a proposal to 
insure a system of annual adjustments for all positions, including 
constitutionally elected positions. 


Executive Branch 
. Elected Officials 


Summary Table bee 
: . Effective 


Current Date of Last Proposed Date of 
Title * Salary Increase Salary Proposed Salary 
Governor "$55,000 1/81 $80,000 _ 1/85 
Lt. Governor 30,000 “1/81 : 45,000 1/85 
Secretary of State . 42,500 1/81 60,000 1/85 
Auditor : 42,500 1/79 60,000 1/87* 
Treasurer 42,500” 1/81 60,000 1/85 
Attorney General- 45,000 1/81 - 65,000 1/85 


‘(*This salary would not be effective until 1987. The Commission believes the 
salary should be equal to that of the Treasurer and Secretary of State-- 
whatever those salaries: are in 1987.) 


If the Governor had been granted his current salary of $55,000 in 1978 
as recommended by the 1976 Commission and if he had merely been given the 
same raises given other state’employees he would now be. making $66,145. If 
that same. salary had kept pace with inflation he would now be making 
$81,153. The President of the University of Missouri makes $80,000 per year. 
The Director of the UMC Hospitals and Clinics.and the Dean of the UMC 
Medical School each make $85,000. The average Chief Executive in private 
industries of similar budget of $4.4 billion makes $322,000 (see Appendix M 
for comparison). While we cannot equal that salary or even the salaries of 
some other state paid positions, the Commission believes that the Governor 
should be paid the highest of any state official. He is the chief executive 
officer, managing one of the largest budgets in the state, daily making de- 
cisions affecting the lives of Missouri citizens. 


Appendix M graphically portrays the salary history and comparison with 
other states of the salaries of the top six elected officials. 


Regarding the other five offices, the commission recognizes that the 
responsibilities for each vary. The Attorney General is the only official who 
is required to be a lawyer and as such the salary differential between his and 
the other pasitions is maintained. We believe the Attorney General, respons- 
ible for administering the complex legal affairs of the state, should be paid 
more than a circuit judge but probably less than the appellate judges. 
Consequently his salary is recommended at $65,000. This is considerably less 
than a lawyer in private practice would be making with similar experience and 
responsibilities, but we believe it is a reasonable salary. 
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For three of the elected offices the Commission recommends -- as did the ~ 
1976 Commission -- that those salaries remain equal to each other. We recom- 
mend ‘a salary of $60,000 for the Secretary of State, Treasurer and Auditor. 
This figure is a little higher than the salary would now be if it had been 
effective as of the date of the 1976 Commission report and had received the 
same raises as other state employees. But we note that it will-be at least two 
" more years’ before it can become effective. 


Finally, while there are those who would abolish or restructure the office 
of Lieutenant Governor, the Commission believes there are substantial respons- 
ibilities associated with the office, and therefore it should be adequately 
compensated. We recommend a salary of $45,000. 


Department and Division Directors 
Boards & Commissions 


5 Summary Table 


Effective. 
Current Date of Last Proposed . Date of 
Title Salary Increase : Salary Proposed Salary . 
DEPARTMENT & DIVISION DIRECTORS 
1. Office of : : 
Administration $40 ,000 1/1/78. $65,000 10/83 
a. Deputy . 37,000 7/1/78 up.to 58,500 . 10/83 
b. Division As ; 
Directors 34,000 7/1/78 up to 55,250 10/83 
2. Revenue : 40,000 1/1/78 45,000 10/83 
a. Deputy . 37,000 1/1/78 up to 58,500 10/83 
b. Division 
Directors 34,000 varies up to 55,250 10/83 
3. Highways & 
Transportation 48,816 7/1/82 at 65,000 10/83 
: - Teast 
a. Deputies ~ varies varies up to. 58,500 10/83 
b. Division 
Directors varies varies - up to 55,250 10/83 
4, Mental Health 68,124 7/1/82 at ; 10/83 
Teast 80,000 
a. Deputies varies varies up to 90% of 10/83 
Director's 
Salary 
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Title 


b. Division 
Directors 


. Elementary & 


Secondary 


Education 


‘a. Deputy : 


b. ‘Assistant 
Directors 


. Corrections & 


Human Resources 


a. Division 
Directors 


Conservation 


a. Deputies 


b. Division 
Directors 


. Social Services 


a. Deputy 


b. Division 
Directors 


. Agriculture 


a. Deputy 


b. Division 
Directors 


10. Consumer Affairs, 


Regulation and 
Licensing 
a. Deputy 


Current 
Salary 


varies 


55,500 
45 108 
varies 
"yo,000 


34,000 


52,000 


varies 


varies 
40,000 
37,000 


34,000 
40,000 


37,000 


varies 


40,000 
36,000 


Date of Last 


Increase 


varies 


7/1/82 
7/1/82 


7/1/82 


7/1/82 


7/1/82 


7/1182, 


1/1/78 
7/1/80 
7/1/80 


1/1/78 
7/1/82 


varies 


1/1/78 
1981 
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Effective 


Proposed Date of 
Salary Proposed Salary 
up to 85% of 10/83 
: Director's 
Salary 
at 60,000 10/83 
least 
up to 54,000 10/83 
up to 51,000 10/83 
57,500 10/83 
up to 48,875 10/83: 
at’ 57,500 10/83 
least 
up to 908 of "10/83 
Director's 
Salary. 
up to 85% of 10/83 
Director's 
Salary 
60,000 10/83 
up to 54,000 10/83 
up to 51,000 10/83 
57.,500 10/83 
up to 51,750 10/83 
up to 48,875 10/83 
57,500 10/83 
up to 51,750 10/83 


Effective 


Current Date of Last Proposed Date of 
Title . Salary Increase Salary Proposed Salary 
b. Division ; 
Directors varies varies up to 48,875 10/83 
1. Higher Education 40,000 1/1/78 - 57,500 : 10/83 
a. Deputy 39,775 1982 up to 51,750 ‘10/83 
b. Division ; : : 
Directors . varies varies up to 48,875 ° 16/83 
12. Labor and 
Industrial : 
Relations * 40,000 1/1/78 57,500 1.0/83 
a. Division é : 
Directors varies varies’ up to 48,875 10/83° 
13. Natural Resources 40,000 1/1/78 57,500 10/83 
a. Deputy 37,000 7/1/80 “up to 51,750 ‘ 10/83. 
b. Division , ; 
Directors 34,000 7/1/80 up to 48,875 10/83 
14. Public Safety 40,000 | 1/1/78 * 57,500 10/83 
a. Deputy 31,200 1981 up to 51,750 “10/83 
b. Division 5 ‘ 
- _ Directors varies varies up to 48,875 .. 10/83 
(excepting head 
of MSHP) 


BOARDS & COMMISSIONS 


1, Public Service 
Commission (5) 40,000 8/80 57,500 | 10/83 


2. Administrative 
Hearing 
Commission (3) . 38,000 8/80 56,000 10/83 


3. State Tax in 
Commission (3) 34,000 8/81 57,500 10/83 


= 


Labor and 

Industrial 40,000 7/78 57,500 10/83 
Relations 

Commission (3) 
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Effective 


Current Date of Last Proposed Date of ° 
Title Salary Increase Salary Proposed Salary 
a. Administrative 
-Law Judges *39,800- . 
* 41,000 7/81 . 56,000 10/83 
b, Legal Advisors’ 35,000 7/81 47,500 10/83 
c: General Counsel 36,800 7/81 50,000 10/83 
. 5. Probation and 
* Parole : : 
a. Chairman 34,000 - 7/80 . 48 ,000 10/83 
b. Members 31,500 7/80 45,000 10/83 
c. Officers : 5 ‘ ; 
(starting) 12,972 8/82 at least 17,000 


Appendix N sets out in detail the salaries’ for Boards, Commissions and. 
Department and Division Directors. They are compared to their counterparts 
in other states, local government and, where appropriate, private industry. 


It was not possible to consider thoroughly all positions in all departments. 
‘However; the Commission notes that several of the Department Directors and 
their key assistants have been locked into a $40,000, $37,000 or $34,000 
salary level since: 1978. The Department Directors and their Division 
.Directors are the key upper level managers in the Executive Branch. They 
are responsible for administration of the bulk of the state's $4 billion budget 
and supervise’ 90% of the state employees. The chart below graphically por- 
trays the salaries, employees and budgets of the 14 key departments in FY'78 
and in FY'83. The increase in financial responsibility alone is staggering: 
Top leaders are vital in each of these positions. 


List of Department Directors' Salaries, Number of 
Employees, and Annual Budget 


Department Salary No. Employees Budget 

Office of ; 

Administration 40,000 40,000 410 608 110,269,123 237,495 ,083 
Agriculture 40,000 40,000 427 415 $ 8,643,150 $ 13,648,212 
Conservation 52,000 1,323, 1,374 21,729,738 35,808,661 


Consumer Affairs 
Regulation and 
Licensing 40,000 40,000 707 823 16,408 ,594 53,024,358 
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Department Salary No. Employees Budget 


FY'78 FY'83 -FY'78 _FY'83 FY'78 FY'83 
Corrections * N/A 40,000 1,421 2,588 30,818,869 61,666,043 
Elementary and : ; , 
Secondary . : é 
Education . _ 55,500 1,783 1,931 668,990,648 1,029,761,976 
Higher , ‘ , ; 
Education 40,000 40,000 83.5 102 11,891,417 60,636,670 
Highways and 
Transporta- : woes P : 
tion** 48,816 7,103 6,172 $383,078,475 $ 452,479,065 
.Labor - ; 40,000 “40,000 3,162 2,738 79,564,143 65,782,444 
Mental Health 638,124 11,277 10,864 151,338,609 241,499,069 
Natural Ie : 
Resources ° 40,000 40,000 774 * 1,085 32,269,087 : 47 626,277 


Public Safety 40,000 "40,000 2,143 2,435 - 76,755,810 71,813,025 
Revenue 40,000° 40,900 1,620 1,596 181,813,216 266,141,516 


. Social Services, 40,000 40,300 . 10,308 8,200° . 696,562,191 1,014,317,341 
ct *** (8,220) ***(656 838,431) °° 


* Division status in 1978. 

** Two separate departments in 1978. 

*** Division of Veterans Affairs and Division of Probation and Parole have 
- since transferred to Department of Public Safety. . Division of 
Corrections is now a department. These figures indicate how DOSS 
compares in 1978 excluding these divisions. 


“ Sources: FY'78 Expenditures from FY 1980 Executive Budget 
FY'83 Appropriation Bills .(Truly Agreed and Finally Passed 
with Vetoes) 


Department Directors 


Missouri salaries for virtually all of these positions are far below the 
national average. A recent survey of executive positions by the Council of 
State, jovernment found Missouri fifteenth in population and 30th in compensa- 


tion. In the region formed by Missouri and four of its principal neighbors, 
Missouri paid the lowest spjary in 20 of 33 positions. It ranked highest in 
none of the 33 positions. The average salary paid similar executives in 


Kansas City is $55,270; in St. Louis it is $43,716,~° and it must be remem- 
bered that until just two years ago St. Louis had a $25,000 lid on salaries. 


Missouri, of course, is not even close to competitive levels when 
compared to corporate salaries. Similar salaries in private industry range 
from 25 to 100% higher than the comparable state position. 
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The Commission believes one of the positions is very difficult to evaluate 
for salary and that is why the final decision is best left to the Mental Health 
Commission. That is the position of Director of the Department of Mental 
Health. However, the Commission believes the job should pay at least $80,000. 
The Department is one of the largest and most complex and it takes a highly 

. talented professional to run it. When big city and even small town hospital 
administrators make $80,000 or more, then the state should pay a similar 
“salary to its top administrator in that area. Even more may be necessary. 


For. the Office of Administration.and the Department of Revenue we ° 
recommend a salary of $65,000. The jobs are vital anytime, but are particu- 
larly important in these times of tightened budgets and retrenchment. We 
believe the -handling of state revenues and fiscal resources can be enhanced 
and improved by paying a little more to the top _Management in these two 
agencies. 


We also recommend $65,000 for the Director of Highways and Transporta- 
tion. There has been an outstanding administrator in that position for a 
number of years. He could not be replaced at his current salary. We'do not 
propose to teil the Highway Commission what to do in setting salary, but with 
roads, highways and bridge replacement becoming a bigger factor in ‘the 
coming years, we believe this Department should also be compensated more 
highly. 


For ‘the ‘Director of Social Service and the Commissioner of Elementary 
and Secondary Education we propose salaries of $60,000. These are the 
largest budget departments in the state, totaling over $2 billion. They have 
an enormous impact on the citizens of Missouri, serving the educational and 
social service needs.- Again the Commission is not attempting to usurp the 
role of the State Board of Education in suggesting a salary for the Commis- 
sioner. It also notes that this position has often received raises since 1978, 
which helped to keep pace with inflation, so the raise to $60,000 represents 
less than a 9% increase. Nonetheless, we believe a $60,000 salary is the least 
that should be paid. : or 


For the remaining Directors our recommendation is $57,500. This is not 
to suggest a lesser importance for any of those positions than the ones sin- 
gled out above; rather for those slots we note particular market consider- 
ation, size of budgets and employees, and the pivitol role in revenue collec- 
tion and budget management. : 


Deputy Directors and Division Directors 


Regarding Deputy Department Directors and Division Directors, the 
Commission observes that these salaries have not technically .been set by 
statute, but are set by policy. It is the Commission's belief that a deputy 
should be paid up to 90% of a Director's salary and a Division Director up to 
85% of Director's salary. That is not to say that all should be increased to 
that level at once or that all should reach that level. It is a guide. Some 
division directors in some departments ought to go immediately to the top 
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salary. The decision on what specific amount should be paid must rest with 
the Director of the individual department. 
Appendix O., drawn from the Council of State Governments shows that 
some of the positions are not as underpaid as others but all are in need of 
. salary improvement. 


Boards’& Commissions 


For the Boards and Commissions the Commission experienced greater 
difficulty in comparing’ some of these positions to positions in other states, 
the federal government and the private sector. 


The Commission recommends that ‘the same relative relationship of salaries 
be maintained, with minor modification. - The Administrative Hearing Commis- 
sion has seen its workload increase steadily in the past several years and the 
Commissioners must be licensed attorneys. The same applies to the Admini- 
strative Law Judges in the Department of Labor and Industrial Relations. 
The Commission has recommended the salaries of the two positions be equal at 
$56,000, making them slightly highér than: the salary recommended for the 
highest paid associate circuit judges in the judicial .branch and just slightly 
less than 90% of a circuit judge's salary. This complies closély with legisla- 
tion that has been suggested in the past and makes these positions quite 
competitive with the average federal salary for administrative law judges. 
These positions, while in the executive branch, are more akin to and com- 
parable with positions in the judiciary. (For details on the workload of the 
administrative law judges in the Department of Labor. and Industria! Relations, 
see Appendix P). 


The Public Service Commission is an agency that makes decisions over 
incredibly complex and financially important issues affecting every Missouri 
citizen: rate requests from all public utilities. The enormity and complexity 
of the.task has grown by leaps and bounds in the past few years. We want 
top quality people who will take the job and make the tough decisions. The 
Board exercises quasi-judicial, administrative and quasi-legislative functions. 
Its members are appointed to a six year term - to which few are reappointed 
- and they are required to live in Jefferson City. Moreover, compared to 
other states our Commissioners are paid $6000-$8000 less. We believe they 
should be paid. as much as the lowest paid department director. None are 
required to be lawyers; although the members often sit in an, adjudicatory 
type situation. Thé role of the Public Service Commission is demanding in 
today's volatile utility situation. For these reasons the Commission proposes a 
$57,500 salary. , 


For the Labor and Industria! Relations Commission we propose a salary of 
$57,500. Their duties'are similar to the Public Service Commissioners and we 
have set the salary at the same amount. 


It is not easy to compare the State Tax Commission in Missouri to other 
states. Here it is assigned much more varied responsibilities: annual assess- 
ments on property of railroads and public utilities, acting as tax appeal 
board, supervising the assessment practices of 115 county assessing offices, 
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and other duties. The state that .comes closest to Missouri in comparison is 
Oklahoma where the salaries are $53,000 for the chairman and $52,000 for 
members. With the requirement of statewide’ reassessment, the work of this 
commission has grown dramatically in importance; we propose a salary of 
$57,500. 


For the Board of Probation-and Parole we propose a salary of $45,000. 
For the Chair of the Board we propose $48,000. These are highly responsible 
positions dealing daily with the issue of ‘when a felon should be returned to 
the community, and supervising an enormous case load of probationers. The 
raises proposed are, on a percentage basis, similar to those proposed for 
most other positions. and will move Missouri ‘into a more comparable position 
nationally. 


The Commission does note :again the disturbing testimony it received 
regarding low pay and turnover for Probation and Parole officers. We recom- 
mend the starting salary be increased to at least $17,000. However, we 
recognize that a more exhaustive analysis may be necessary by the Division of 
Personnel and strongly suggest it be undertaken. 


-Law Enforcement Agencies 


The ‘Commission spent considerable time discussing the law enforcement 
agencies ofthe state and the major metropolitan areas. After careful re- 
flection the Commission decided to make no recommendation regarding law 
enforcement salaries in St. .Louis or Kansas City. There are several reasons 
for so doing. While we received detailed information from both St. Louis and 
Kansas City regarding pay, fringe benefits, comparison with other cities in 
Missouri and other states, we received no proposals from either city. We are 
aware that. St. Louis was proceeding to make proposals to the appropriate 
agencies for review. We never received final reports from the Board of Police 
Commissioners. ‘ The Chief of Police and Chairman of the Police Board in 
Kansas City appeared before us and testified that they were not asking for a 
change in the correne pay structure. 

We heard testimony from all of the agencies affected and received volum- 
inous input from the Department of Public Safety with recommendations re- 
garding pay and fringe benefits. From the testimony it became apparent that 
significant changes in this area were needed. 


Missouri State Highway Patrol 


The Missouri State Highway Patrol has the primary responsibility for 
104,000 miles of roadway in Missouri, plus primary or secondary responsibility 
for another 1000 miles of roads in urban areas. The responsibility includes 
the enforcement of traffic laws, licensing laws, investigating and reporting 
traffic accidents, aiding the traveling public and promoting safety on the 
roadways. 


Additionally the patrol maintains a statewide communications network to 
aid all law enforcement agencies, maintains a computer system that assists’ 
several other agencies of the state and assists other law enforcement agencies 
in covert and overt investigations. These off-highway duties and responsi- 
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bilities have increased in recent years; at some point the Legislature may 
-wish to consider a higher proportion of funding from general revenue funds. 


‘Information supplied to the Commission indicates that while the quality of 
applicants has been fairly consistent in the past few years, during the cur- 
rent selection process the quality seems to have dropped measurably. Many 
applicants are "job hunters" rather than career. oriented toward law. enforce- 
ment, and many desirable applicants withdrew because they could not afford 
to relocate. at the low starting salary.’ Many good applicants are being lost to 
other Missouri law, enforcement agencies and to the private sector. They find’ 
the pay higher, fringe benefits greater, and -the likelihood of being required 
to periodically relocate their homes and families. reduced -- none of which 
employment with the patrol offers. 


Appendix H compares the patrol with several other Missouri Police agen- 
cies. A close analysis shows the patrol lower than several in starting salary 
and very non-competitive in many fringe benefits. A detailed comparison of 
fringe benefits with the metropolitan area can be found in’ Appendix L. 


However, not only is the entry salary low, but the 35 year longevity 
structure -- the longest of any agency surveyed -- means promotions are 
slow and increases in salary few and far between. Turnover has increased 
and virtually every resignation cites financial reasons. Troopers with 2-10 
years experience are applying to other Missouri Police agencies because they 
will move up the salary schedulé much faster. A low ‘entry salary, an ex- 
tended longevity period, insufficient spread between the ranks, no secondary 
employment, no overtime compensation, no shift differentials, no educational 
incentives; all lead to a’ growing decline in morale. The resignation rate for 
1981 and: 1982 was 4.2% and 1.7%. This is higher than Arkansas (1.0%), 
IMinois (.5%), Indiana (1-1.5%) and Nebraska (1.7%). Only Kansas came close 
at .3.08, 


The Commission strongly believes there are two major problems with the 
current salary plan of the patrol: 


1. The 35 year longevity schedule. With an increase every 5 years 
there is very little monetary incentive. 


2. There is a significant overlap in pay for the various ranks. This 
is contrary to all good police personnel administration which calls 
for a 5-15% rank differential. There are several patrolmen who 
make more than their corporal or sergeant supervisors! This 
results in a situation where there is no incentive to accept promo- 
tions because-the increase in pay is relatively small. 


The chart below shows the minimum and maximum pay for each position 
under the current plan and under the plan proposed by the Commission. 


-27- 


Current Plan Commission Plan 


Rank — Min. Max. Years Steps > Min, Max. Years Steps 
Patrolman $16,692 $28,297 35, 8 $17,856 $27,696 12 10 
Corporal ‘18,000 29,398.35 8 ° 29,076 30,528. 2 
Sergeant 18,972 + 31,051 + 35 8 33,660 35,340 Dt 
Lieutenant 17,956" 32,728 35g 38,964 38,964: 1 
Captain» 20,940 34,306 35g 42,960. 42,960 a9 
Major 21,912 36,049 35 8 45,108. 48,108" 1 

Lt. Colonel’ 22,884 37,701. 3300 847,364 47,368 1. 
1 


Colonel ° , 25,164 ° 41,577 35 8 49,728 49,728 


Set out below. are the same ranks under the current plan with the actual 
salary ranges and the’ number of people in each range. This chart Shows 
that (1) no one will be adversely affected by the Commission's proposal and 
(2) there is in fact pay overlap in the ranks in the patrol. Thé Commission's 
plan removes the overlap and allows every position to receive pay raises 
appropriate to bring the patrol in line with other law enforcement agencies 
and ‘with inflation of the past few years. 


- Current Personnel & Pay ‘Distribution 


High. ‘Low "Proposed 
fo Salary Salary Commission 
Rank ‘Number Actual Actual Salary 
Colonel wed $36 ,888 eee $ 49,728 
Lt. Colonel 1 35,584 oan 47,364 
Major 5 34,029 $29,990 7 “45,108 
Captain 20 32,474 26,707 42,960 
Lieutenant 37 30,900 23,604 38,964 
Sergeant _ 207 29,325 22,423 33 ,660-35 ,340 
Corporal 132 26,142 17,740 29 ,076-30 ,528 
Patrolman ‘1st 319 "23,606 17,028 ) 
) 
Patrolman (entry) 68 20,090 17,028 } 17 856-27 ,696 
Patrolman 2 ) 
(Probationary) - 44 16,692 16,692 ) 
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Fringe Benefits 


This is one instance where the Commission believes it should make spec- 
ific recommendations in the fringe benefit area. Our recommendations do not 
necessarily comply with those of the patrol or the Department of Public 
Safety. They were quite candid; their key concern was improved salaries. 
Fringe benefit inadequacies could be overlooked if salaries were increased. 
‘The Commission noted problems and wished to respond to ‘them. 


Retirement Benefits - it appears that the current Missouri State Highway 
Patrol System is adequate and comparable to other agencies. 


Health Insurance - the Patrol requires its members to. contribute from 
$83.65 a month to $100.65 a month, depending on the coverage for the 


family plan. In comparison to other law enforcement agencies, this 
appears to. be extreme. Both Kansas’ City and St. Louis require their 
employees to’ contribute $10 a month for family coverage. It would 


appear to be appropriate if the — picked up a larger portion of -the 
cost of family coverage. : 


Life Insurance - the Patrol has a program that increases coverage from 
$7,000 to $5,000 between six (6) months and five (5) years. This is 
eaeeinte in comparison to the other law enforcement agencies. Life 
insurance coverage should not depend upon a member's tenure. 


Overtime - the Patrol does not formally credit its members for any time 
spent working more than required hours. This policy is contrary to one 
of the basic rules in compensation: either by time off or pay, compen- 
sate an employee for that time spent above ‘normal work hours per week. 
The Patrol should develop a formal overtime plan rather than the in-. 
formal plan currently used. 


Uniform Allowance - the Patrol recommends that the allowance be in- 
creased $30/quarter from $120/quarter to $150/quarter. The Patrol does 
require its employees to purchase and maintain all uniform items. The 
proposed $600/year does not appear to be a significant enough amount to 
cover the cost to the employee. The amount should probably be, in- 
creased or the Patrol should begin furnishing uniforms like St. Louis, 
St. Louis County and Kansas City. : 


Educational Incentive - the Patrol does not have an educational incentive 
program. The basic purpose behind such a system is to reward those 
members who further ‘their education and, therefore, increase the overall 
educational level of the agency. All of the three metropolitan agencies 
do have such a system. The same benefits should be allowed Missouri 
State Highway Patrol employees. We do not agree with testimony sug- 
gesting that educational institutions or programs’ are not available for 
patrolmen located in rural areas. 


Other Agencies Within Public Safety 


Missouri has 51 persons in the Water Patrol Service. It is their job to 
provide water safety and law enforcement on the lakes and rivers of the 
state. They inspect boats and approve all the buoys and navigation markers. 
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They also make arrests for crimes committed on or in the water. They re- 
ceive the same training as a highway patrolman. Almost half of the officers 
have college degrees. The turnover rate is 11%. 


Yet they are among the lowest paid law enforcement officers with a 
starting salary of $13,788, with a maximum of $17,736. The salary should be 
more comparable to ‘the Highway Patrol. Fringe benefits differ from the 
Patrol's. . The proposal of the Department is. that the starting salary be 
increased to one, step below a beginning Highway Patrolman, $17,004. We 
concur with that proposal. See Appendix X for a detailed comparison of the 
proposed plan for the agencies within the Department of Public Safety. 


The Missouri State Fire Marshal agency starts officers at $13,800 per 
year with a top’ of $17,028. This is lower than the Highway Patrol, lower 
than most other agencies in surrounding states and lower than the St. Louis 
and Kansas City’ Arson’ Squads’ . Private industry pays $4500-$9300 higher on 
the average. With power of arrest in arson and bomb cases, and the need 
for investigative. police training similar to the Highway Patrol, the Department 
of Public Safety recommends a starting salary of $18,744, one: step higher . 
than a beginning Highway Patrolman. We concur. 


“4 ais of 

The Division of Liquor Control is responsible for licensing, ‘routine 
inspections, investigations of liquor law violations, assistance to other’ law 
enforcement agencies and certain administrative duties. Starting salary is the 
lowest at $12,000 per year, no outside employment is allowed and agénts must 
use their own cars in their work. The position of agent does not ‘have the 
power of arrest and thus the Department recommends a much lower starting 
salary than a beginning Patrolman, $15,420. ° The position of Special Agent 
does have the power of arrest and has greater responsibilities, often working 
undercover in criminal investigation. The Department recommends a starting 
salary of $17,004,. one step below a starting Highway Patrolman. With both 
Proposals we concur. é 


Appendix W has more detailed information on each of the above agencies. 


Legislature 
Summary Table 


The General Assembly 


! Effective 
Current Date of Last Proposed Date of 
Position Salary Increase Salary Proposed Salary 
Legislator (House : 

& Senate) 15,000 1/79 21,000 1/85 
President Pro Tem of : 

Senate 17,500 1/79 24,000 1/85 
Speaker of the House 17,500 1/79 24,000 1/85 
Majority Leader 

(House & Senate) 16,500 1/79 23,000 1/85 
Minority Floor 

Leader (House & . : 

Senate) 16,500 1/79 23,000 . 1/85 
SPEAKER PRo TEM 1b, S00 79 25,000 fos 


or THE House ~30'- 


Current Proposed Effective Date 


Per Diem Allowance $35 day $50 day 10/83 


The legislative activities of state government may be the most important. 
There are over 1200 bills introduced each year and the number is growing. 
Some 120-150 of these-are enacted into law. These laws affect health, wel- 
fare, justice, business, education, environment and quality of life. In anerts 
every facet of our daily existence is affected. 


We must have competent, capable and dedicated public servants in the 
General Assembly. The levels of compensation must be sufficient to not 
discourage the majority of our.citizens - no matter what the occupation. - from 
seeking’ the office due.to financial considerations or sacrifice. 


Senator Dirck testified that "If the people of the state’ were to want to 


turn the General Assembly . . . over to the select, the wealthy, . . . to the 

retired, then | guess that you could just lock all the salaries in at somewhere 

around a dollar a year. | gon't think the people of the state want that nor 
" 


do | think they deserve it. 


We strongly agree with the Senator. The job.is important. Even though 
the sessions may last_ less than half a year, the position, when properly 
performed, is reallyxthan a-part-time job. The 1976 Commission Report has 
an extensive discussion on PP. 13-18 showing reasons for legislative pay 
raises. Most of those reasons are still valid today. There has been only one 
pay raise since 1967, which was in 1979. . 


If Missouri legislators had received the same increases in pay since 1978 
that they approved for gther state employees, they would be making just over 
$20,250. If their salaries had kept pace with inflation since 1978 they would 
be making $22,133. The Commission recommends a salary of $21,000 per year 
plus an increase in the per diem allowance from $35 to $50 per day. Slightly 
higher salaries are proposed for the leadership positions td maintain ‘the 
current practice and to recognize the additional time demanded of these 
leaders. 


The Commission believes the increase in per, diem is necessary to keep 
up with inflation. Moreover, when compared to other states where the most 
common per diem falls in the $44-60 range, Missouri's practice clearly seems 
low. It should be changed as quickly as possible. (Appendix Q compares 
legislative salaries with those in other states). 
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The Judicial Branch 


Summary Table 


‘ Effective 
‘Current Date of Last Proposed: Date of 
Position . Salary ~ Increase Salary ' Proposed Salary 
Chief Justice, ‘ ; 
Supreme Court $54,340 8/82 $75 ,000 10/83 
Supreme Court , : 
Judges 51,840 8/82 72,500 =. 10/83 
Court of Appeals 49,290 8/82 - 67,500 i 10/83 
Circuit Court . 46,740 ° 8/82 62,500 10/83 
Associate Circuit : 
Court 
-Ist Class Counties 40,110 8/82 55,000 ° 10/83. 
2nd Class Counties 37,050 8/82 52,500 10/83" 
3rd & 4th eit cs : 

Class Counties 33,990 8/82 47,500 10/83 
Court Reporters 23,790 8/82 30,000" 10/83 
Circuit Clerks 

St. Louis City 26,500 varies 31,500 10/83 
1st Class Counties 25,000 varies 30,000 10/83 
Cape Girardeau 24,500 varies 29,500 10/83 
Jasper County . 24,500 varies - + 29,500 10/83 
2nd Class Counties 21,500 varies 25,500 10/83 
Marion County (a) 21,000 varies 25,000 10/83 
Marion County (b) 19,000 varies 24,000 ‘ 10/83 
3rd & 4th Class : 

Counties 17,500 varies 20,500 10/83 . 
Juvenile Officers 18,690 8/82 25,000 10/83 
Public Defenders varies varies * 10/83 
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*The Commission notes that the salary of these positions became non 
statutory in 1982 and believes this was a good development. Specific 
comments follow in the text below. 


Judges 


The Commission heard substantial testimony regarding judicial salaries. 
We were impressed with the support given the judiciary by practicing law- 
yers, the organized bars, business leaders, civic leaders and labor leaders... 
All were uniformly supportive of substantial improvement’ in judicial salaries. 
We also heard from two former judges who said they recently left the bench 
because of the salary level and the fact that they had gone four years with- 
out a raise. ~ : 3 


Some compelling arguments have been made for improving judicial sala- 
ries, When the 1976 Commission recommendations were enacted in 1977-78 
Missouri judges were moved to among the top ‘five states in salary. We were 
one of the leaders. Now we are at best a poor follower. We rank between 
32nd and. 34th for most judicial salaries. Missouri has: long. been recognized 
as a leader in the judicial field. We developed the so-called "Missouri Plan" 
for the merit selection, of judges which has been adopted in many other 
states. There seems no sound’ reason to. maintain’ second or even third-rate 
judicial salaries. ‘Judges have realized a 33% cut in the purchasing power of 
their 1978 salaries. — 


Appendix R contains information from the National’ Center for State 
Courts comparing Missouri judicial salaries with other states and Appendix S$ 
contains much of a report éntitled "The Case for Missouri Judicial Salary 
Increase," prepared by a Coalition Committee on Judicial Compensation. We - 
urge your reading of the report because it graphically ‘illustrates the need for 
salary increases. A few points from the report, however, are worth hoting 
here: : . f : 


1. Missouri judges earn: 46% of what an average law partner in 
this region earns and only 33% of what the most successful lawyers 
appearing in their courtrooms earn; 


2. Top law school graduates - the group from which we should 
draw judges - earn $30,000-34,000 per year to start in large law firms in 
St. Louis and Kansas City; : 


3. There have been significant resignations from the bench due to 
salary; 


4, Fewer lawyers are applying for judgeships due to inadequate 
salary levels, and even fewer women and minority lawyers are applying; 


5. Workloads have been increasing with no significant increase in 
pay [See Appendix T for workload charts]; 


In its report the Coalition says "it has an obligation to warn the General 
Assembly and the public, respectfully but unmistakably that the quality of 
justice in Missouri is becoming seriously undermined by the lack of adequate 
compensation for our judges." We agree. 
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Since the last Commission report, there has been a restructuring of the 
judicial branch by constitutional amendment. All judges are paid by the state 
{excepting municipal judges) and the old probate, magistrate, probate ex- 
officio magistrate, and Court of Criminal Corrections positions have been 
abolished. The system now provides only for Supreme Court, Court of 
Appeals, Circuit Court and Associate Circuit Court judges. At least one 
Associate Circuit Judge’ is constitutionally mandated in each , county. 
However, the 1979 judicial restructuring allows greater Use of associate circuit 
judges by the presiding judge of the Circuit Court, and the ‘associate judges 
are required to accept transfers to othér counties when workloads demand. 
Circuit judges also accept transfer to.other circuits when needed to accommo- 
date caseload inequities or to replace judges who may have been disqualified. . 


While the Commission was initially conéerned. about the caseloads and 
workloads of some associate circuit judges, testimony presented by the Asso- 
ciate Circuit Judges Association and the State Courts Administrator allayed « 
several of those concerns (See Appendix U). It is perhaps true that a very 
few associate circuit judges have a light workload, but it seems clear that the 
new judicial article allowing more extensive use of associate judges by the 
circuit judges and transfer by the Supreme Court is working as planned. 
Many of the rural judges whose caseloads are lighter are being assigned to 
handle cases in St. Louis and Kansas City. The Supreme Court transfers ~ 
these judges for either periods of time or for specific. cases. For just the 
last six months of 1982 associate judges were assigned 138 man-weeks outside 
their own counties. Additionally, they were assigned 1667 ‘Circuit Court 
cases. This alone represents about one year's work for two circuit judges. 


This system, operational since 1979, has allowed Missouri to handle 
increasing caseloads without increases in- judges.. Better utilization of ex- 
isting judges is being madé. The Commission heard testimony from the Asso- 
ciate Circuit Judges that their pay. should be equalized, in large part due to 
the fact that they have the same jurisdictions, do the same kinds of work, 
and the rural judges often sit for their colleagues in the urban counties, but 
for less pay. -This testimony was impressive, but the Commission ‘is not 
prepared to recommend a change from the existing practice of a three-tiered 
system of compensation, based on class of county. We believe the salaries we 
propose will attract quality lawyers to the bench. We also believe that the 
workloads of some associate judges are lighter than others and, in general, 
those workloads are lighter in the less populated counties of the state. 


Court Reporters 


Court Reporter salaries were set ‘at $22,500 in 1978 and there was no 
raise granted until August, 1982 when a 5.7% increase to $23,790 was author— 
ized. The Commission heard testimony that competent reporters in the free- 
lance field are not interested in employment in the courts due to disparity in 
the income levels. We were informed that it has become more difficult to 
attract applicants. and that vacancies are occurring. more often. To be a 
court reporter today requires a level of comprehension of technical and med- 
ical terminology not previously required. Trials have become more complex 
and reporters must adapt to a more complex system. For these reasons, and 
considering what reporters would be receiving if given the same raises other 
state employees received between 1978-1982, we recommend a salary of $30,000 
per year. 
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The Commission also heard testimony that the page rate for transcripts, 
unchanged since 1971 at 70¢ per page, be increased to $2.00 per page. The 
Commission was told that reporters had to work at night or weekends to 
prepare transcripts or pay a typist the full $.70 for the transcript. The 
Commission sympathizes with the reporters in this situation but cannot accept 
the proposal of a $2.00 page rate: In the interest of keeping access to the © 
courts high and costs as low as possible -- while still being. fair to the re- 
porters, and in the interest of keeping costs down to the state -~ it pays for ° 
roughly one third of all transcript.pages and because we believe the tech- 
nology is’ developing at such a phenomenal pace in word processing and sound 
recording, the Commission recommends an increase to $1.00 in the page rate. 


Circuit Clerks 


/Circuit clerks have had: several additional duties placed on them since’ 
1977. New legislation, notably the Adult Abuse Act,. Victims of Crimes 
Compensation Act, Maintenance Support Payments Act and other acts have 
imposed more responsibilities and duties on the office.. There has been little 
,increase in pay for these positions in the past'four years. We believe some 
adjustment is necessary and recommend the increases .set forth in the chart 
on p. 32. The Commission notes that it!followed the arrangement set forth in 
the statute which sets up the classes for differentials in compensation. We 
did not create those differentials, we ‘only used them. Our procedure was to 
recommend a $5000 increase for 1st class counties, $4000 for second class 
counties and $3000 for third and fourth class counties. We have been advised 
that there may be problems with increasing salaries during the term of office 
but we believe these may be overcome with properly drafted legislation. 


Juvenile Officers 


' There are 44 juvenile officers. Each is hired by the local circuit court. 
Some are limited in the amount of salary they can receive to that authorized 
by statute; others may be compensated by local governments above the statu- 
tory salary. Currently the state pays $18,690 to each of the 44 positions. 
The salaries of Deputy’ Juvenile officers are also set by statute but the money 
comes from the county, no state dollars are involved. Juvenile officers 
receive state fringe benefits but deputies do not; the benefits received vary 
from circuit to circuit and county to county. (Appendix V contains more 
detailed information on Juvenile Officers and Deputy Juvenile Officers). 


These positions have enormous responsibilities and deal with a critical. 
component of our justice system - juvenile offenders and the juvenile court. 
The Commission believes a pay increase to $25,000 for Juvenile Officers is 
justified and required to obtain or keep the quality personnel needed as 
Juvenile Officers. : 


However, the Commission feels compelled to express some grave reserva- 
tions about a system that appears to be rather uncoordinated and lacking a 
systematic personnel plan establishing criteria for hiring, training and career 
development among the various juvenile court workers. This may not be the 
case in the larger units in St. Louis and Kansas City, but it does seem to 
apply across the board when viewing all of these positions on a statewide 
basis. Basically, the juvenile court in each circuit is an autonomous entity 
for hiring and personnel practices with some money coming from the state (for 
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the Juvenile’ Officer) and some from the county (for his assistants). Control 
is vested in a circuit judge. We strongly urge a careful review of this 
system with thought to an integrated system supervised perhaps in the judi- 
cial department or some other agency. 


The Commission doesn't believe it is in the position to say how , the 
juvenile court/juvenile officer system should.be structured. But it does 
believe that the compensation system that currently exists does not have a 
strong logical base. . 


Due to recent Missouri Supreme Court cases that might pass the cost on 
to the state, and due to the lack of time for thorough review, no recommen- 
dation is'made for Deputy Juvenile Officers. 


Public Defenders 


The restructuring’ of the Public Defender system in 1982, which removed 
the statutory limitations on salary and the number of assistants allowed, was 
a wise and welcome change by the General Assembly. It points up that the 
fewer statutory salaries.the better. The Public Defender Commission now has 
authority to set salaries and hire the assistants necessary to do the job. 


It might seem that this Commission has no business making recommenda- 
tions given the above situation. ‘However, we wish to note that. several 
public defender positions are not paid as much as their prosecutor counter- 
parts. In those few instances where salaries are higher, the defender has 
multi-county jurisdiction and a higher salary seems justified. The chart 
below graphically portrays the disparity between prosecutors and defenders. 
The chart also shows the average salary paid assistants is low compared to 
other attorney positions in state government. 


County/City ~ t Public Defender Prosecuting Attorney 
St. Louis City ~ $34,000 $45 ,000 
St. Louis County $37,000 $55 ,000 - 
Jackson County * $34,000 $42,000 

* Boone County-2nd Class $31,000 $35,500 
Clay County-ist Class $27 ,000 $36 ,000 

* Greene County-ist Class, $27,000 $39,000 

* Cape Girardeau County-2nd Class $29,000 $24,000 

* St. Charles County-2nd Class $31,000 $40,000 
Cole County-2nd Class ‘ $30,000 _ $35,000 


Jefferson County-2nd Class $29,000 $40 ,000 
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County /City Public Defender Prosecuting Attorney 


* Franklin County-2nd Class $25,000 $27,250 
Platte County-2nd Class $28,000 $33,500 
* Phelps County-3rd Class $31,000 $28,000 


Average Public Defender Salaries 
Public Defenders $28,775 


Assistant Public Defenders 


0-1 yr. experience : $15,140 
2 yrs. experience $16,381 
3 yrs. experience $18,176 © 
4 yrs. experience " $19,308 
5 yrs .experience : $20,349 


* = multi county jurisdiction 
The Commission's recommendation is that public defenders be paid the’ 
equivalent of their prosecutor counterparts. 


* Problem Area - Annual Adjustments 


The Commission repeatedly heard testimony on the need for annual 
adjustments in salary: as the best way to avoid the "catch-up" game with 
statutory salaries. Several times in the testimony and in this report it was 
noted that if these positions had just received what other state employees 
received there would be little need for this Commission to be recommending 
the kinds of raises it proposes. We cannot say that there will never be a 
need for a commission such as this if a system of annual cost of living adjust- 
ments were instituted for all statutory positions. it seems reasonable to 
expect that salaries may get out of line with the market and with ‘responsi- 
bilities if they are not reviewed and adjusted periodically, independent of the 
annual increases. That would happen because the system we propose would 
require the positions to receive not more than the raises authorized for all 
other state employees as a group. For some positions this amount might not 
be enough to reflect market changes. However, we believe such a system’ 
would, for most positions, once the pay is established at a fair level, allow 
keeping closer pace with inflation. This would-avoid the long periods without 
compensation adjustments similar to those received by other state employees. 


It has been suggested by some elected officials®® .that properly drafted 
legislation would also enable the elected officials to receive yearly increments 
- that would include the six statewide elected officials and the general assem- 
bly. Our proposal is patterned after SB 497 which currently allows but does 
not require the legislature to fund such increases each year for the judiciary. 
The increase would be limited to that given other state employees and thus 
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would counter the argument that the elected officials were treating themselves 
better than the average state worker. Moreover, the annual adjustment 
factor would not go into effect for current elected officials before their next 
term. 


Set out below is a suggested form of legislation currently contained in 
SB 51 which should be carefully reviewed to determine whether it will accom-- 
plish the goals we propose. While there may be a difference of opinion on : 
this approach and ‘legal challenges could. be spawned, we ‘struggle here with a 
demonstrated need. If nothing else it will serve as a starting point for 
discussion and preparation of the final legislation: 


Section 2. 1. As used in this section, the term "personal income 
of Missouri" shall mean the total income received by persons in ‘Missouri 
from all sources, as defined and officially reported by the United States 
Department of commerce, or its successor agency. 


2. The salary set by any section of this act, except sections 
211,381, 211.393, 477.130, 478.013, 483.083, and 485.060, RSMo, shall be 
adjusted on’ July first of each year in the same proportion as the per- 
centage increase in personal income of Missouri in the preceding calendar 
year. The adjustment provided by this section shall not be less than 
zero. . 


3. The salary adjustment provided by this section shall not be 
effective in any amount in excess of the amount of the salary adjustment 
for the executive department contained in any pay plan applicable to 
other state employees at a similar salary level for the fiscal year begin- 
ning on each July first.:: The -salary adjustments provided by this section 
shall not be effective unless appropriations necéssary to ‘fund the adjust- 
ments are approved ‘by the general assembly and the governor. | Each 
salary adjustment to be approved pursuant to this section shall be stated 
in a separate: line item of the pertinent appropriation bill. 


: 4, Each salary adjustment approved pursuant to this section shall 
be added to the compensation otherwise provided by law for each office, 
including prior salary adjustments made under this section, and the sum 
of these amounts shall be the statutory salary of the office for all pur- 
poses. Each such statutory salary shall be included in the pertinent 
appropriation bill in the same manner as any other personnel service 
appropriation involving a statutory salary. : 


. 5. The office of administration shail maintain a compensation sched- 
ule for each fiscal year indicating the highest statutory salary paid for 
each office subject to this section, the salary adjustment contained in the 
pay plan applicable to other state employees generally, and the percent- 
age increase in personal income of Missouri in the preceding calendar 
year. The schedule required by this subsection shall be open for public 
inspection during the normal business hours of the office of administra- 
tion and shall be included annually in the Missouri register and an 
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appendix to the revised statutes of Missouri. 


6. The provisions of this section shall apply -to all salaries set in 
any section of this act except sections 211.381, 211.393, 477.130, 
483.083, and 485.060, RSMo. 


Problem Area - Staggered Terms of Boards and Commissions 


The fact that several boards and commissions have staggered terms with 
provisions that they may not receive raises during their terms, unless there 
is a change or increase in duties, causes need for special legislation to be 
drafted if the Commission's Proposals are to be followed. In the past the 
cumbersome - procedure of assigning or reassigning duties has been the mech- 
anism for securing simultaneous salary adjustments for all of the members of a 
commission. While this procedure seems unduly ‘cumbersome, we recommend it 
be used again to insure that each member on a particular board or commission 
be treated equally. _ It doesn't seem logical ‘for one member to receive a raise 
merely because his ‘term fortuitously begins one to: five years earlier than his 
colleagues. We refer the General Assembly to the fine example of legislation 
using this concept at § 161.252 RSMo (1982). It may be the additional duty 
required would be preparation of an annual salary analysis and comparison 
with other states. : ‘ 


IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE’ AND COSTS OF PROPOSED INCREASES 


COSTS 
FY'84.(9 mos.) : EY'85 
|. Executive Branch — , 

» Governor - ; 0 12,500* 
Lt. ‘Governor . 0 ; ; 7,500* 
Attorney General 0 . 10,000* 
Treasurer , Oo. 8 ,750* 
Auditor 0 . 0 
Secretary of State 0 : 8,750* 

Subtotal 0 47,500 


* This figure represents only 6 months of cost since salaries would not be 
effective until January 1985. 
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FY'84 (9 mos.) FY'85 


Department Directors 


a. Elementary & Secondary 3,375 4,500 
Education i 
b. Highways & Transportation 12,138 16,184 
c. Mental Health 8,907 11,876 
d. Conservation 3,750 5,000 
e. Admininstration 18,750 25,000 
f. Agriculture 13,125 ; 17,500 
g- Public Safety 13,125 17,500 
h. Consumer Affairs 13,125 17,500 
Regulation & Licensing 
i. Social Services 15,000 20,000 
j. Corrections 13,125 17,500 
k. Higher Education 13,125 17,500 
|. Natural Resources 13,125 17,500 
m. Revenue 18,750 25,000 
n. Labor and Industrial 13,125 17,500 
Relations 
Subtotal 172,545 230,060 
Deputy and Division Directors 1,379, 969* 1,839 ,959* 


(*This figure represents a maximum and is based on the assumption that 
all Division and Deputy Directors would go to the maximum at once - this 
is not likely to happen - a more realistic figure for FY'84 and FY'85 
would be + the amount shown. . 107 Positions) * 
Public Service Commission 
(5 positions) — 65 ,625 87,500 
Labor and Industrial Relations 
(3 positions) 39,375 "52,500 
a. Administrative Law : 
Judges, Legal Advisors . 
and General Counsel 5 
(29 positions) : 316,050 421,400 
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FY'84 (9 mos.) FY'85 
Board of Probation and Parole 
(3 positions) 30,750 41,000 
Administrative Hearing Commission 
(3 positions) , 40,500 54,000 
State Tax Commission 
(3 positions) 52,875 70,500 
Subtotal 545,175 726,900 


Law Enforcement 


a. Highway Patrol (791) 4,267 ,657* . 5,690,209* 
b. Fire Marshall (11) 58,043 77,391 
c. Liquor Control (49) 176,416 235,221 
d. Water Patrol (51) 301,842 402,456 — 
Subtotal 4,803,958 6,405,277 


*(excludes retirement benefits for Patrol) 


Executive Total 6,901,647 9,249,696 


Il, LEGISLATIVE BRANCH 


Salaries 0 589,750* 
Per Diem "288,375 236,610 
Legislative Total 288 ,375 A 826,360 


* (This figure represents only 6 months of cost since salaries would not be 
effective until January 1985). 


Il, JUDICIAL BRANCH 


Supreme Court (7) 108 ,465 144,620 
Court of Appeals (32) 437,040 582,720 
Circuit Court (135) 1,595,700 2,127,600 


eae; ees 


* 


Associate Circuit 
1st Class (43) 
2nd Class (30) 
3rd & 4th Class (102) 
Subtotal 
Court Reporters (133) 
Circuit Clerks 
1st Class (7) 
2nd Class (14) 
3rd Class (95) 
Juvenile Officers (44) 
"Subtotal 


Judicial Total . 
GRAND TOTAL 


Note: 


would probably not be this 


amount would actually come from Genera 


FY'84 (9 mos.) 


480 ,202 
347,625 
1,033,515 
4,002,547 


619 ,447 


26,250 
42,000 
213,750 
208 ,230 
1,109,677 


5,112,224 


12,295 ,571* 


This figure represents about 1/3 of 1% of the 


much for the first year. 


taxes, fees, federal funds and other sources. 
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FY'85 


640,270 


463,,500 


1,378,020 


5,336,730 
825 ,930 


35,000 
56,000 
285,000 
277,640 
1,479,570 
6,816,300 


16 ,883 ,456 


total state budget, and 
Only about half of this 


| Revenue, the remainder from highway 


10. 


11. 
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INDEX TO APPENDICES 


-- Executive Order 82-11 
-- Sample Press Release and Notice of Commission Meeting 
-- List of Persons Invited to All Public Hearings 


-- Comparison of State of Missouri and St. Louis City, St. Louis 
County, and Kansas City Government for Comparable Jobs 


-- Selected Missouri State and Local Salaries in Excess of $30,000 
Per Year 


-- Comparison of Salaries in Missouri and Other States for 
Selected Administrative Positions as of October 1981 


-- Municipal Salaries in Kansas City for Executive Level Positions 
-- Comparison of Missouri State Highway Patrol With Other 
Agencies 
Contents: Comparison of MSHP With St. Louis City, St. Louis 
County, Kansas City, Jackson County, Indepen- 
dence, Springfield, Columbia, Jefferson City, 
Comparison of MSHP With Other State Police Agencies. 


Comparison of MSHP With Other Missouri Police 
Departments 


-- Comparison of State Salaries With Private Industry 
-- Tables Demonstrating Salary Compression 


-- Hay Associates - 1983 State Government Survey (All States 
Data) 


-- Comparison of Missouri State Highway Patrol Fringe Benefits 
With Kansas City Police Department, St. Louis County Police 
Department and St. Louis Police Department 


-- Comparison of Top Six Elected Positions With Other 
Governments and Private Industry 
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Appendix N -- Comparison of Department Directors, Deputy Directors, 


Division Directors and Boards and Commissions With Other 
States, Kansas City, St. Louis, Federal Government and the 
Private Sector Where Appropriate. Also Shown is Salary His- 
tory, Date of Last Raise, and What the Salary Would be if (1) 
Adjusted by CPI Since 1978 and (2) if Adjusted by Merit Sys- 
tem Authorized Increases Since 1978. Explanatory Key is 
Found at N-29, and Fringe Benefit Key at N-30, 32. 
Contents: 

Labor & Industrial Relations 

Board of Probation and Parole 

State Tax Commission 

Administrative Hearing Commission 

Public Service Commission 

. Department of Public Safety 

Department of Natural Resources 

Department of Labor and Industrial Relations 

Department of Higher Education 

Department of CARL 

Department of Agriculture 

Department of Social Services 

Department of Conservation 

Department of Corrections & Human Resources 

Department of Elementary & Secondary Education 

Department of Mental Health 

Department of Highways and Transportation 

Department of Revenue 

Office of Administration 

Explanatory Key 

Fringe Benefits Key 


Appendix O -- State Administrative Officials Annual Salaries Current as of 


Appendix P 


Appendix Q 


Appendix R 


Appendix S 


January 1982 


-- Memorandum in Support of Improved Salaries of Administrative 


‘Law Judges, Legal Advisors and Other Employees of the 
Division of Worker's Compensation, Department of Labor & 
Industrial Relations 


~- The Missouri Legislature 


Contents: Data from the National Conference of State Legisla- 
tures Comparing All States Regarding Salaries and 
Per Diem 
Legislature Fringe Benefits (Missouri) 


Salary History and Comparisons 


-- Survey of Judicial Salaries Prepared by the National Center 


for State Courts, November, 1982 


-- The Case for Missouri Judicial Salary Increases - A 


Report by the Coalition Committee on Judicial Compensation 


Appendix T -- Charts Showing Judicial Workloads 
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Appendix U -- Workloads of Associate Circuit Judges 

Appendix V -- Information on Missouri Juvenile Officers 

Appendix W -- Information on the State Fire Marshal, Division of 
Water Safety, and Division of Liquor Control 
Contents: Description of Office of State Fire Marshal 


Salary Comparison Between Missouri State Fire 
Marshal and Other Agencies 


Description of Water Patrol 


Comparison of Water Patrol Salaries With Other 
Missouri Agencies 


Mission of Division of Liquor Control 


Appendix Z -- Proposed Salary Charts 
Department of Public Safety 
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Executive Order 82-11 
June 24, 1982 


EXECUTIVE ORDER 
82-11 


WHEREAS, the State of Missouri has no entity provided by law with responsibility 
for reviewing recruitment, retention and compensation of officials in the executive, 
legislative and judicial branches of state government; and, 


: WHEREAS, an independent body is needed to review such matters on a periodic 
basis; and, ees 


WHEREAS , the last such independent review was conducted by the Missouri 
Compensation Commission, established by Executive Order on December 21, 1976; and, 


WHEREAS , since the last such independent review there have been numerous 


‘resignations from the judicial branch of state government as a result of the 


disparity between the levels of compensation provided by the state as compared to 


. the private sector; and, 


WHEREAS, ‘in recent years there have been a substantial number of retirements 
from and uncontested seats in the General Assembly as a result of the failure of 


‘compensation provided to its members to reflect cost of living increases; and, 


WHEREAS, stagnant salaries, at the middle and higher levels of management and 
in various professional technical areas of the executive branch of state government, 


“have made recruitment and retention of qualified professionals exceptionally difficult; 


and, : 


WHEREAS," low levels of compensation and disparities in the levels of compensation 
for state and local law enforcement authorities, particularly in the urban areas, 
Have made recruitment and retention of qualified professionals exceptionally difficult; 
and, Fhe : 


WHEREAS, the current. and future shift of traditional federal responsibilities 
to the states will require the recruitment and retention of stronger leaders in 
all three branches of ‘state government in the years ahead; 


NOW, THEREFORE, I, CHRISTOPHER S. BOND, GOVERNOR OF THE: STATE OF MISSOURI, by © 
virtue of the authority vested in me by the Constitution and laws of the State of 


“Missouri, hereby establish the MISSOURI ADVISORY COMMISSION ON STATE GOVERNMENT 


‘RECRUITMENT, RETENTION AND COMPENSATION. The Commission shall be composed of 


' fourteen (14) members, five (5) of whom shall be appointed by the Governor, three 


(3) of whom shall be appointed by the President Pro Tem of ‘the Senate, three (3) 
of whom shall be appointed by the Speaker of the House of Representatives, and three 
(3) of whom shall be appointed by the Chief Justice of the Missouri Supreme Court. 


The Governor shall designate one of the members of the Commission to serve as 


‘chairman, and the chairman shall call meetings of the Commission. The state shall 


provide such staff assistance as js required by the Commission, and the reasonable 
and necessary expenses of the Commission shall be provided by the various appointing 
authorities on a pro rata basis. 


The duties of the Commission shall be to review, analyze, examine, study, 
recommend and report upon the following matters: 


1. The scope and extent of responsibilities and the levels of 
compensation of the elected and gubernatorially-appointed officials 
of the three branches of state government, as compared’ to simila 

- positions in other states and in the private sector; . 


A-1 


2.. The scope and extent of responsibilities and the levels of 
compensation of. the top administrative, middle management, 
and professional technical positions of the three branches of 
state government, as compared to.similar positions in other 


. States and in the private sector; and 


3.-. The scope and extent. of responsibilities and the levels of 


metropolitan areas. 


“The Commission shall make its report, including any recommendations for ; 
legislative, executive or judicial action, to the Governor, the General Assembly 
and the Supreme Court as soon as is reasonably practicable. a 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have héreunto set my 
hand and caused to be affixed the Great 
Seal of the State of Missouri, in the 

y of ger tersoma.on this day of 

“> 1982. 
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Sample Press Release and 
Notice of Commission Meeting 


Chairman 

llus W. Davis 

Diatrich, Davis, Dicus, Rowlands & Schmitt 
1700 City Center Square 

1100 Main Street 

Kansas City, MO 64105 

(816) 221-3420 


Mrs. G, Duncan Bauman, Vice Chairman 
6233 Northwood 

St Louis, MO 63105 

(314) 727-6593 


Members 

W.E. Clarkson, President 
Clarkson Construction Company 
4193 Gardner 

Kansas City, MO 64120 

(816) 483-8800 


Jack $. Curtis 


Farrington, Curtis, Knauer, Hart & Garrison 


750 N. Jefferson 
Springield, MO e580 
(417) 862-6726 , 


H. E. Davis, President 
‘Communication Workers of America, 
Local 60311 

Route 3, Box 53 

New London, MO 63459 

(314) 221-9847 


Kenneth F. Davis 

Chairman of the Board 

8 & K Construction Company 
and Colonial Bank in St. Louis 

4140 Cypress Road 

St. Ann, MO 63074 

(G14) 427-5666 


John D. Graham, President 
Fleishman-Hillard inc. 

One Memorial Drive 

St, Louis, MO 63101 

(314) 982-1700 

Irvine Hockaday, Jr., President 
Kansas City Southern Industries Inc. 
114 West Eleventh Street 

Kansas City, MO 64105 

(616) 556-0303 


Donald E. Lasater 
Chairman of the Board 
Mercantile Trust Company 
8th and Locust 

St, Louis, MO 63101 

(314) 425-2525 


John C. Shepherd 

Shepherd, Sandberg & Phoenix 
One Mercantile Center, Suite 3000 
St. Louis, MO 63101 

(814) 231-3332 


8. P. "Pote” Sorensen 

Executive Vice-President and Secretary 
Cameron Mutual Insurance Company 
214 East McElwain Drive 

Cameron, MO 6 

(816) 632-6511 

Albert M. Spradiing, Jr. 

Spradiing & Spradiing 

1638 Broadway, P.O. Drawer 1119 
Cape Girardeau, MO 63701 

(814) 995-8296 


Dr. Fredda Witherspoon, Professor 


St. Louis Community College - Forest Park 


#20 Lewis Place 
St. Louis, MO 63113 
(814) 644-9234 


Howard L. Young, Consultant, 
Kidd Creek Mines, Ltd. 
9645 Clayton Road 

St. Louis, MO 63124 
(614) 432-4455 

Statt 

Kenneth D. Dean 
School of Law 

114 Tate Hall 
Columbia, MO 65211 
(814) 862-6488 


Missouri Advisory Commission on State 


Government Recruitment, Retention and Compensation 


. P. O. Box 448 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65102 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
For Information Contact: 
Kenneth D. Dean 
(314) 882-6488 or 882-7251 


January 3, 1983 


PRESS RELEASE 


The Missouri Advisory Commission on State Government Recruit- 
ment, Retention and Compensation will hold its fourth public hearing 
on Monday, January 17, 1983, beginning at 1:00 p.m. in the Courtroom, 
Court of Appeals, Eastern District, Third Floor, Wainwright Building, 
111 North Seventh Street, St. Louis, Missouri, 

At public hearings held November 22 in Jefferson City and 
December 3 in Kansas City, the Commission heard testimony on 
compensation for the Highway Patrol, upper level appointive positions 
in the Executive Branch (e.g. department directors, deputy department 
directors and division directors), full-time Boards and Commissions 
(e.g. Board of Probation & Parole, Administrative Hearing Commission), 
and the Missouri Judiciary. Compensation for top statewide elected 
offices (Governor, Lt. Governor, Auditor, Attorney General, Secretary 
of State and Treasurer) and members of the Missouri General Assembly 
was the main topic of hearings held on December 17 in Jefferson City. 

The Commission was created by Executive Order of Governor 
Christopher Bond in response to the critical need to hire and 
retain the skilled staff necessary to provide quality services to 
Missouri citizens. It is reviewing salaries of elective and 
appointive state officials, judges, members of the general assembly 
and law enforcement personnel. Recommendations will be made later 
this spring to the Governor and the Legislature regarding compen- 
sation, recruitment, and retention. . 

The Commission is composed of 14 members, five appointed by 
the Governor, three by the President Pro Tem of the Senate, three 
by the Speaker of the House of Representatives, and three by the 
Chief Justice of the Missouri Supreme Court. 

Persons wishing to testify should contact Kenneth D. Dean 
at (314) 882-6488. 


RRR 


Chairman 
lus W. Davis 


Dietrich, Davis, Dicus, Rowlands & Schmitt 


1700 City Center Square 
1100 Main Street 
Kansas City, MO 64105 
(816) 221-3420 


Mrs. G. Duncan Bauman, Vice Chairman 
6233' Northwood 

St. Louis, MO 63105 

(314) 727-6593 


Members: 
Ww. E. Clarkson, President 


Kansas sc "MO 64120 
(816) 483- 


Jack S: ea 
Farrington, Curtis, Knai 
750 N. Jefferson: 
Springfield, Mo-6se02 
(417) 862-6726 

H. E. Davis, President 
‘Communication Workers of America, 
Local 60311 


Floute 3, Box 53 
New London, MO 63459 
(814y 221-9847 


Kenneth F. Davis 
leman of the Board 
K Construction Company 
and Coloniat Bank in St. Louis 
4140 Cypross Road 
St, Ann, MO 63074 
(814),427-5666 


John D: Graham, President 
Fleishman-Hillard Inc, 

‘One Memorial Drive 

St. Louis, MO 63101 

(814) 982-1700 

irvine Hockaday, Jr., President 
Kansas City Southern industries Inc. 
114 West Eleventh Streot 
Kansas City, MO 64105 
(816) 556-0303 

Donald E, Lasater 

‘Chairman of the Board 
Mercantile Trust Company 
8th and 

Bi, Laue, 0 Woe 63101 


John C. Shepherd 
Shepherd, Sandberg & Phoenix 
One Mercantile Center, Suite 3000 
St. Louis, MO 63101 

(814) 231-3332 


S. P. “Pete” Sorensen 

Executive Vice-President and Secretary 
Cameron Mutual Insurance Company 
214 East McElwain Drive 

Cameron, MO 64429 

(816) 692-6511 


Albert M. Spradiing, Jr. 

Spradling & Spradiing 

1838 Broadway, P.O. Drawer 1119 
Cape Girardeau, MO 63701 

(314) 335-8296 


Dr. Fredda Witherspoon, Professo! 
St. Louls Community College - Forebt Park 
#20 Lewis Place 
St. Louis, MO 63113 
(B14) 644-9234 


Howard L. Young, Consultant, 
Kidd Greek Mines, Ltd. 

9645 Clayton Road 

St. Louis, MO 63124 

(314) 432-4455 


Stat 
Kenneth D. Dean 
School of Law 
114 Tate Hall 

- Columbia, MO 65211 
(814) 882-6488 


r, Hart & Garrison 


‘Court of Appeals, 


Missouri Advisory‘Commission on State 


Government Recruitment, Retention and Compensation 


P.O. Box 448° 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65102 


January 3, 1983 


NOTICE OF COMMISSION MEETING 


The Missouri Advisory Commission on State 
Government Recruitment, Retention and Compensation 
will hold a meeting on Tuesday, January 18, 1983, 
beginning at 9:00 a.m. in the Conference Room, 
Eastern District, Wainwright Building, 
111 North Seventh Street, St. Louis, Missouri. 

The purpose of the meeting will be to review 
testimony and data received by the Commission and 
to begin work on a report of findings and recommendations 
to be presented to the Governor, the Judiciary, and 
the General Assembly. 


No testimony will be taken. 
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List of Persons Invited to 
All Public Hearings 


Governor Christopher S. Bond 
State of Missouri 
Jefferson City, MO 


Lt. Governor Kenneth Rothman 
State of Missouri 
Jefferson City, MO 


Treasurer Mel Carnahan 
State of Missouri 
Jefferson City, MO 


Auditor James F. Antonio 
State of Missouri 
Jefferson City, MO 


Attorney General John Ashcroft 
State of Missouri 
Jefferson City, MO 


Secretary of State James Kirkpatrick 


State of Missouri 
Jefferson City, MO 


Robert W. MacGregor, President 
Kansas City Chamber of Commerce 
Kansas City, MO 


Mayor Richard Berkley 
City of Kansas City 
Kansas City, MO 


Mayor Vincent C. Schoemeh1 
City of St. Louis 
St. Louis, MO 


. Jack Guthrie, Executive Director 
Missouri Association for 
Community Action 
Jefferson City, MO 


Lucy Hale, President 
League of Women Voters-St. Louis 
St. Louis, MO 


Larry Gale, Director 
Department of Conservation 
Jefferson City, MO 
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Dick Peerson 

Executive Vice President 
Missouri Jaycees 
Jefferson City, MO 


Ron Roberson, President 
Mo. Chamber of Commerce 
Jefferson City, MO 


Robert P. Knuth 

Executive Director 

Missouri Public Expenditures 
Survey, Inc. 

Jefferson City, MO 


Juanita Donehue 

Executive Director 

Mo. Association of Counties 
Jefferson City, MO 


James M. O'Flynn 

President 

St. Louis Chamber of Commerce 
St. Louis, MO 


Chris Logan, President 
League of Women Voters-Kansas City 
Kansas City, MO 


Curtis M. Long, President 
Associated Industries of Mo. 
Jefferson City, MO 


William J. Page, Jr. 
Executive Director 

Council of State Governments 
Lexington, Kentucky 


Duke McVey, President 
Missouri State Labor Council 
Jefferson City, MO 


John A, Pelzer, Commissioner 
Office of Administration 
Jefferson City, MO 


Dr. Shaila R. Aery 
Department of Higher Education 
Jefferson City, MO 


James B. Boillot, Director 
Department of Agriculture 
Jefferson City, MO 


Dr. Lee Roy Black, Director 

Department of Corrections 
and Human Resources 

Jefferson City, MO 


Robert N. Hunter, Chief Engineer 
Dept. of Highways & Transportation 
Jefferson City, MO 


Dr. Paul Ahr, Director 
Department of Mental Health 
Jefferson City, MO 


Edward Daniel, Director 
Department of Public Safety 
Jefferson City, MO 


Barrett A. Toan, Director 
Department of Social Services 
Jefferson City, MO 


Samuel C. Jones, Chairman 
State Tax Commission 
Jefferson City, MO 


Michael C. Horn, Judge 
Administrative Hearing Commission 
Jefferson City, MO 


Chief Judge Ronald Somerville 
Missouri Court of Appeals 
Western District 

Kansas City, MO 


Chief Judge Joseph G. Stewart 
Missouri Court of Appeals 
Eastern District 

St. Louis, MO 


Presiding Judge James Corcoran 
22nd Judicial Circuit 

St. Louis City 

St. Louis, MO - 


Jane Hess i 
State Courts Administrator 
Jefferson City, MO 


William G. McCaffree, President 
Mo. Association of Trial Attorneys 
Nevada, MO 


“3, H. Frappier, Diréctor 


Department of Consumer Affairs, 
Regulation and Licensing 
Jefferson City, MO 


Dr. Arthur Mallory, Commissioner 

Department of Elementary and 
Secondary Education 

Jefferson City, MO 


Paula V. Smith, Director 
Department of ‘Labor and 
Industrial Relations 

Jefferson City, MO 


Fred A. Lafser, Director 
Dept. of Natural Resources 
Jefferson City, MO 


Richard A. King, Director 
Department of Revenue 
Jefferson City, MO 


Charles Fraas, Chairman 
Public Service Commission 
Jefferson City, MO 


Dick D. Moore,: Chairman 
Probation and Parole Board 
Jefferson City, MO 


Chief Justice Robert T. Donnelly 
Missouri Supreme Court 
Jefferson City, MO 


Chief Judge, Douglas W. Greene 
Missouri Court of Appeals 
Southern District 

Springfield, MO 


Presiding Judge Arthur Litz 
21st Judicial Circuit 

St. Louis County 

Clayton, MO™ 


Presiding Judge Donald Mason 
16th Judicial Circuit 
Kansas City, MO 


‘Thomas F. Simon, Clerk 
Missouri Supreme Court 
Jefferson City, MO 


Major W. Park, Jr. ; President 
Kansas City Lawyer’ s arr 
Kansas City, MO 


Suzanne Hart, Chair 
Women's Crusade Against Crime 
St. Louis, MO 


Linda Simon, Executive Director 
Mo. Association of Trial Attorneys 
Jefferson City, MO 


Mr. Paul Vardeman 
Former 16th Circuit Judge 
Kansas City, MO 


Mr. John E, Bardgett 
Former Supreme Court Judge 
St. Louis, MO 


Francis L. Bremson, Reg. Director 
National Center for State Courts 
St. Paul, Minnesota 


Judge Elmo Hunter 
Federal Judge 
Kansas City, MO 


Wantland Sandel, Jr., Director 
Judicial Administration Division 
American Bar Association 
Chicago, Ill. 


Judge Arthur Litz, President 
Mo, Trial Judges Association 
St. Louis, MO 


Ken Klein, Executive Director 
St. Louis Metro. Bar Association 
St. Louis, MO 


Bobbie Hunsperger, Exec. Director 
Kansas City Bar Association 
Kansas City, MO 


Wade Baker, Executive Director 
The Missouri Bar Association 
Jefferson City, MO 


Larry W. Glenn, President 
Lawyers' Association of St. Louis 
St. Louis, MO 


Col. Howard Hoffman, Superintendent 


Missouri State Highway Patrol 
Jefferson City, MO 


Chief John F, Berner 
St.- Louis Police Department 
St. Louis, MO 
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Peggy Stevens, Clerk 
Missouri Court of Appeals 
Western District 

Kansas City, MO 


Ronald N. Bellamy, Clerk 
Missouri Court of Appeals 
Eastern District 

St. Louis, MO 


William C. Cockrill, Clerk 
Missouri Court of Appeals 
Southern District 
Springfield, MO 


Terry Bruemmer, Director 
Mo. Public Defender Commission 
Jefferson City, MO 


George H. Williams, Director and 

Executive Vice President 
American Judicature Society 
Chicago, Ill. 


Judge Richard DeCoster, President 
Mo. Association of Probate and 

Associate Circuit Judges 
Monticello, MO 


Tony Sestric, President 
St. Louis Metro. Bar Association 
St. Louis, MO 


Willard Bunch, President 
Kansas City Bar Association 
Kansas City, MO 


Stephen N. Limbaugh, President 
The Missouri Bar Association 
Cape Girardeau, MO 


A. Wimmer Carr, President 
St. Louis County Bar Association 
Clayton, MO 


Carol Keeling 
Mo. Shorthand Reporters' 
Neosho, MO 


Assn. 


Chief Norman A. Caron 
Kansas City Police Department 
Kansas City, MO 


Col. G. H. Kleinknecht, Chief 
St.. Louis County Police Department 
Clayton, MO 


Chief William E. Dye 
Columbia Police Department 
Columbia, MO 


.Chief Troy Majors 
Springfield Police Department 
Springfield, MO 


Sheriff Robert J. Rennau 
Jackson County Sheriff's Office 
Lee's Summit, MO 


Chief Jim Damos, President 

International Association of 
Chief of Police 

University City Police Department 

University City, MO 


Homer Sayad, President. 
St..Louis Police Board 
St. Louis, MO 


June Ryan, Secretary 
Board of Estimate & Apportionment 
St. Louis, MO 


C. K. Casteel, Jr. 

Legal and Legislative Counsel 
Office of the Governor © 
Jefferson City, MO 
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Col. Lawrence ‘Patton, Chief 
Jefferson City Police Department 
Jefferson City, MO 


Chief Robert E. Rinehart 


Independence Police Department 
Independence, MO 


Gary Markenson, Executive Director 
Missouri Municipal League 
Jefferson City, MO 


Gene McNary 
County Supervisor 
St. Louis County 
Clayton, MO 


Dale Baumgardner 
‘County Executive 
Jackson County 

Kansas City, MO 


George Krelo, Executive Director 
Mo. Police Chiefs' Association 
Jefferson City, MO 


All 197 Members of the 
Missouri Eighty-First 
General Assembly 
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Comparison of State of Missouri and 
St. Louis City, St. Louis County 
and Kansas City Government for 
Comparable Jobs 


Merit System 
Job Classification © 


0001 
0004 
0011 
0013 
0021 
0023 
0221 
0222 
0302 
0311 
0312 
0411 
0412 
0413 
0414 
2023 
2073 
4153 
4154 

4301 
4320 
4321 
4322 

4323 

4423 


4431 
4432 
5182 
5202 
6001 


i 
& 


Clerk I 
Clerk IV 
Clerk Stenographer I 
Clerk Stenographer III 
Clerk Typist I 
Clerk Typist III 
Buyer I 
Buyer II 
Account Clerk II 
Accountant I 
Accountant II 
Personnel Technician I 
Personnel Technician II 
Personnel Technician III 
Personnel Technician IV 
Laundry Worker I 
Food Service Helper I 
Medical Technologist I 
Medical Technologist II 
Hospital Attendant I 
Graduate Nurse I 
Graduate Nurse II 
Graduate Nurse III 
Graduate Nurse IV 
Occupational 

Therapist I 
Physical Therapist 1 
Physical Therapist I1 
Social Service Worker 
Caseworker (B.S. level) 
Laborer I 


Kansas City rates are 
** Average salary range 


Missouri Dersonne: Diviston 


COMPARISON OF STATE OF MISSOURI AND 5T. LOUIS CITY, ST. LOUIS COUNTY 


AND KANSAS CITY GOVERNMENT SALARIES FOR COMPARABLE JOBS 


(July, 1981) 


Average 

“Metro- 

Missouri St. Louis St. Louis politan 

Merit System City* County Kansas City Salary 

Salary Range Salary Range Salary Range Salary Range Range** 
630- 814 800-1,070 | 776-1,039 629- 815 735- 975° 
886-1,115 1,096-1,469 —— 1,077-1,462 1,087-1,466 
685- 886 880-1,179 898-1, 203 708- 927 829-1,103 
814-1,057 1,096-1,469 =e) 979-1,329 1,038-1,399 
659- 848 800~1,070 814-1,039 654- 849 756- 986 
778-1,011 — 898-1, 203 — 898-1,203 


999-1,294 1,151-1,543 1,174-1,574 1,066-1,465 1,130-1,527 
1,238-1,617 1,333-1,788 1,359-1,822 1,372-1,948  1,355-1,853 
814-1,057 1,044-1,400 835-1,119 806-1, 058 895-1,192 
999-1,294 1,270-1,701 1,263-1,693 1,176-1,608  1,236-1,667 
1,238-1,617 1,400-1,876 1,427-1,913 1,372-1,948 1,400-1,912 
999-1,294 1,270-1,701 1,263-1,693 1,077-1,462 1,203-1,619 


1,238-1,617 -—< 1,427-1,913 1,372-1,948  1,400-1,931 
1,545-2,026 1,469-1,970 —_ 1,930-2,586 1,700-2,278 
1,768-2,323 1,922-2,838 1,777-2, 382 2,235-3,480 1,978-2,900 
606- 778 691- 925 795-1,065 4 743- 995 
606- 778 706- 949 795-1,065 751-1,007 
1,043-1, 353 1,239-1,660 1,393-1,777 1,316-1,719 
1,186-1,545 1,300-1,742 1,735-2, 325 1,518-2,034 
630- 814 724- 971 835-1,119 780-1,045 
999-1,294 1,333-1,788 1,499-1,913 1,416-1,851 
1,088-1,414 - 1,499~1,913 1,499-1,913 
1,238-1,617 1,434-1,922 1,612-2,160 1,523-2,041 
1, 353-1, 768 1,580-2,119 1,866-2,501 1,723-2,310 
1,088-1,414 1,400-1,876 | 1,427-1,913 ean 1,414-1,895 
1,088-1,414 1,400-1,876 1,427-1,913 1,414-1,895 
1,294-1,691 1,469-1,970 1,612-2,160 1,541-2,065 


1,043-1, 353 1,469-1,970 1,393-1,866 1,372-1,948 1,411-1,928 
958-1,238 1,270-1,701 =e 1,066-1,399 1,168-1,550 
659- 848 995-1, 333 877-1,065 680- 887 851-1,095 


effective May 4, 1981. 
for each classification for St. Louis City, St. Louis County and Kans 


Percent by which 
Missouri State 

Salary Differs from 

Metropolitan Average 


Min. 


- * Reflected St. Louis City rates are effective April 19, 1981; St. Louis County rates are effective July 1, 1981; 


as City combined. 
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SELECTED MISSOURI STATE AND MUNICIPAL SALARIES 
IN EXCESS OF $30,000 PER YEAR 


Presidents of State Universities 


1. Listed are the salaries of the presidents of the universities and 
colleges, the chancellors of the four campuses of the University of 
Missouri, and of the Junior Colleges. FY 1983 Information was obtained 
from the Department of Higher Education. 


FY IT FY 83 
Central Missouri State University $41,000 $56,074 
Southeast Missouri State University 40,000 53,200 
Southwest Missouri State University 41,494 55,570 
Lincoln University 40,800 60,979 
Northeast Missouri State University 38,390 58,270 
Northwest Missouri State University 40,000 62,000 
Missouri Southern State College 40,000 48,463 
Missouri Western State College 39,000 62,234 
Harris Stowe State College N/A 49,000 
University of Missouri 

President 47,500 80,000 
Chancellor - Columbia 44,300 68,800 
Chancellor - Rolla 42,500 62,600 
Chancellor - St. Louis 42,500 63,000 
Chancellor - Kansas City 42,000 68,000 

Heads of Junior Colleges 
Crowder College in Neosho $ N/A $37,170 
East Central Junior College in Union 28,000 46,953 
Jefferson College in Hillsboro 32,000 50,000 
Metropolitan Community College System 

in Kansas City 56,123 59,850 
Longview Community College 39,703 44,986 
Maple Woods Community College 36,892 47,398 
Pioneer Community College 35,954 43,726 
Mineral Area College in Flat River N/A 41,354 
Moberly Junior Collége in Moberly N/A 42,550 
St. Louis Community College System 50,600 71,356 
Florissant Valley College 36,617 55,010 
Forest Park College N/A 54,195 
Meramec College N/A 49,755 
State Fair Community College in 
Sedalia N/A N/A 
Three Rivers Community College in 
Poplar Bluff : N/A 40,612 
" Trenton Junior College N/A 39,700 


* Schdol Superintendents 


FY.77 FY 82 ** FY 82 Fy 82 FY 77 
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49,500 1 Information for 
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48,500 1 available for 
48,000 AA schools. 
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High School Principals 


AAA 
EY 17 FY 82 ** FY 82 
1 47,500 
1 44,000 
1 43,500 
1 42,500 
1 42,000. 
4 41,500 - 
4 40,500 
2 40,000 
5 39,500 
1 39,000 
9 38,500 
13 38,000 
13 37,500 
15 37,000 
5 36,500 
12 36,000 
1 12 35,500 
22 35,000 
18 34,500 
23 34,000 
17 33,500 
22 33,000 
26 32,500 
20. _ 32,000. 
21 31,500 
23 31,000 
1 39 30,500 
24 30,000 


Is” 


Y 
ow 


n 
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Elementary Principals 


AAA 
FY 77 


*Source: Department of Elementary and Secondary Education. 


12 
He 
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**These are salary ranges. 


June 15, 1982 


FY 82 
43,000 
42,500 
42,000 
41,000 
40,500 
40,000 
39,500 
39,000 
38,500 
38,000 
37,000 
36,500 
36,000 
35,500 
35,000 
34,500 
34,000 
33,500 
33,000 
32,500 
32,000 
31,500 
31,000 
30,500 


30,000. 
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Appendix F 


Comparison of Salaries in 
Missouri and Other States for 
Selected Administrative Positions 
as of October 1981 


= o 


COMPARISON OF SALARIES IN MISSOURI AND IN OTHER STATES FOR 
SELECTED ADMINISTRATIVE POSITIONS AS OF OCTOBER, 1981 
(Taken from survey by the State of Maryland) 


Maximum Average Maximum Percent by which Missouri 
Salary as Most Comparable Job Title Salary in Maximum Salary Differs 

Missouri Position of 10/1/81 In Maryland Survey Reporting States From Survey Sulary 

Dir., Div. of Mental 34,000 Dir., Mental Retardation Admin. 45,859 34.9 
Retardation - Dev. 
Disabilities 

Dir., Div. of Youth 34,000 Dir., Juvenile Services Admin. 41,902 -23.2 
Services . 

Commissioner of Elem. 51,780 State Superintendent of Education 50,211 + 3.0 
and Secondary Educ. : 

Dir., Dept. of Social 40,000 Dir., Social Services Admin. 58,275 -45.7 
Services 

Dir., Div. of 34,000 Dir., Employment Security Admin. 45,433 -33.6 
Employment Security 

Dir., Div. of Corrections 34,000 Commissioner of Correction * 46,955 -38.1 

Dir., Personnel Division 34,000 Sec. of Personnel Services 46,509 -36.8 

Ex. Secr., Missouri 34,000 Dir., State Retirement System 44,875 -32.0 
Employees Retirement 
System 

Dir., Div. of Budget 34,000 Deputy Secr. of Budget and 45,321 -33.3 
and Planning Fiscal Planning 

Dir., Division of 34,000 Chief Accountant of the State 41,048 20.7 
Accounting " Fiseal System 

Dir., Div. of Design 34,000 Dir., Design and Construction 43,539 -28.1 
and Construction ar 

Chief Engineer, Dept. of 47,500 Secretary of Transportation. 52,107 * 2977 
Highways and 
Transportation 

Dir., Div. of Insurance 34,000 Insurance Commissioner 44,150 -29.9 


Dir., Div. of Finance 34,000 Bank Commissioner 43,093 726.7 


ta 


Maximum’ 
Salary as 
Missouri, Nos it lon of 10/1/81 
Dir., Dept. of Labor 40,000 
and Industrial 
Relations ~ 
Dir., Div. of Community 34,000 
and Economic Dev. 
Dir., Dept. of Natural 40,000 
Resources : 
Dir., Dept. of Agriculture 40,000 
Director., Div. of Aging 34,000 


ar 


= 2 ed “7 Average Maximum 
Most Comparable Job Title 
In Maryland Survey 


Commissioner of Labor and Industry 


Dir. of Business and Industrial Dev. 
Secretary of Natural Resources 


Secretary of Agriculture 
State Director on Aging 


Salary in 
Reporting States 


42,912 


40,147 
49,292 


45,426 
38,319 


- Percent by which Missouri 
Maximum Salary Differs 
From Survey Salary 


- 7.3 
-18.1 
23.2 


-13.6 
-12.7 
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Municipal Salaries in Kansas City 
and St. Louis for Executive Level Positions 


MUNICIPAL SALARIES 


St. Louis (Effective 12/26/82) 
Position 


Mayor's Chief of Staff 
Director, Community Development 
Director, Personnel 

Director Convention Center 

City Counselor 

Assessor 

Director, Parks & Recreation 
Director, Public Utilities 
Director, Streets 

Director, Public Safety 
Director, Health & Hospitals 
Director, Welfare 

Director, Board of Public Service 


Kansas City 


City Manager 

Assistant City Manager III 
Assistant City Manager II 
Assistant City Manager I 

Budget Officer 

City Auditor 

Director, Aviation-Transportation 
Director, City Development 
Director, Community Services 
Director, Convention Facilities 
Director, Finance 

Director, Fire 

Director, Health 

Director, Human Relations 
Director, Parks and Recreation 
Director, Personnel 

Director, Public Works 
Director, Urban Affairs 
Director, Water and Pollution 


Range 


$38, 688-57, 148 
36 842-54 , 444 
35,958-53-144 
31,824-7 ,034 
37,752-55 822 
33,410-49, 374 
35, 074-5 1-844 
36 842-54, 444 
38, 842-54 , 4U44 
36 842-54, 44 
53, 144-78 520 
35, 074-51, 844 
37 ,752-55 822 


$58 ,500-90 ,000 
41, 700-64, 140 
36 ,000-55 , 380 
32, 640-50 ,220 
36 ,000-55 ,380 
36 000-55 , 380 
45 ,900-70 ,620 
39, 660-61,020 
39, 660-61,020 
35 580-54 ,720 
45 ,900-70 620 
39, 660-61 ,020 
39, 660-61,020 
34, 260-52, 740 
39, 660-61,020 
45 ,900-69, 600 
45 ,900~69,600 
34, 260-52-740 
45900-70620 


Current Salar, 


$57, 148 
39,650 
43,706 
38,688 
48,204 
40,638 
44,772 
36,842 
47,034 
44,772 
53, 144 
42,666 
45,890 


70,980 
57,684 
49, 644 
Vacant 
51,360 
52,500 
61,200 
Vacant 
49,500 
52,800 
61,800 
42,960 
61,560 
51,420 
50,280 
60,000 
61,200 
49,500 
61,020 


FY 77 
Salary 


N/A 
N/A 
31, 186-46 464 
N/A 
33,024-48,792 
N/A 
30,696-45,360 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
47, C1810: 368 


32, asannt, 616 


39,500 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

36,494 

33,962 
N/A 
N/A 

36,494 

30,013 

34,766 ° 
N/A 

34,764 

31,524 

36,494 
N/A 

36,494 
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Comparison of Missouri State Highway Patrol 
With Other Agencies 


Contents 


HI-H3 - Comparison of MSHP With 
St. Louis City 
St. Louis County 
Kansas City 
Jackson County 
Independence 
Springfield 
Columbia 
Jefferson City 


H-4 - Comparison of MSHP With 
Other State Police Agencies 


H-5 - Comparison of MSHP With 
Other Missouri Municipal Police Departments 
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rman Envy nat 16 1460038 Fie 7078 $19,104.00 Fear 7449800 378038 
Favvaiman Eoey Unt 6802.00 Ties Fae SAIC T4a1ae Tao Fiepias0 ? 
Serie waisiog"* 17,712 
Sirona x Teavene asses 
16,962.00" 
Ter Taaaa00 Teaser Tsaas0 Fae Tea70 TaDIewS 7377800 TaRTeS 
a C85) tawtomatic av ana of ™ 18,600 a Vinee 
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18 Months: 17,028.00 14,094.00 
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seems = 
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ST. LOUIS COUNTY 


* Msur ST. Louis cry: Kero JACKSON CO.3.0,__INDEPENDENCEPD SPRINGFIELD PD 
‘Shift Ditferentiat None OM for 11 pim.= 7am, 10% after B pam, None None SKforspm-t pm ° None 

R a ettpm-7am 
“Annual Vection Tyear ~ 3 weeks. O-S yu — 2wveeke 


0-10 ym — 1 dave 
10-18 yma — 18 deve 
18 & over 21 dave 


AD years — Swvweke 


& Seeks 
$0 bower a weeks 


20 yre. — 17% deve 


20 ow 20 een 
Tio, Pala Holeve Tits a) 7 vo 7 
cary 7 “Tire par pay period 17 7 7 
fen, Cumulative Nene Tow noun None + None 109 
. mon st dayse't me. Lomt on retirement SO% accum. to back Lump sum peymant Nene None 
Up retirement cate oe 1o'S1000; 1" has wore yra service receive ump 
time off Than $1000 In'S.ty amp payment for 25% 
wwiltpey ? mo. aalaty secum ever 10 deve 
Wmore 
Raminiaative Caove Wane ‘Baty related dle County mike up Uptooneyewrst Yeu Informal (notin We City supplements Clty picks up differ’ Chey supplement 
" Silke (peng Sitterence of workers fullpey ering): County pays Boner comp. upto snceet worker's wromert comp. 
fooked Some, mae, of 139 Siteronce in workers Sore. Somp.—no mex, mo mane 
rrihen mastume Some 


With 4 year degree 


S.C; comp. time & 
vies in that order. 
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MISSOURI STATE HIGHWAY PATROL SALARY COMPARED TO OTHER HIGHWAY PATROL AND STATE POLICE AGENCIES: a 


MissouRt ARIZONA, 
STATE DEPT. OF CALIFORNIA 
HIGHWAY PUBLIC HIGHWAY 
PATROL SAFETY PATROL 
TROOPER ENTAY LEVEL $16,692.00 $19,213.00 ‘$23,160.00 
‘TROOPER ~ MAXIMUM 20,297.20 27,026.00 26,472.00 
YEARS TO REACH 
MAXIMUM SALARY 35 7 Fy 
LONGEVITY (BEYOND 
MAXIMUM SALARY) None None None 


OUTSIDE EMPLOYMENT 


ILLINOIS 
STATE 
POLICE 

$17,432.00 


20,249.00 


KANSAS 

HIGHWAY 
PATROL 
$17,488.00 


26,292.00 


2 


LOUISIANA, 
STATE 
POLICE 

916,482.00 


24,882.00 


10 


MICHIGAN 
STATE 
POLICE” 
$17,710.00 


25,290.00 


None 


N. CAROLINA 
HIGHWAY 
PATROL 
816,892.00 


22,686,00 


None 


OKLAHOMA 
HIGHWAY 
PATROL 

$18,290.00 


28,320.00 


16-17*8675/mo, 


OREGON 
‘STATE 
POLICE 


APPENDIX D 


WASHINGTON 
HIGHWAY 
PATROL, 
$19,872.00 


26,604.00 


”* 


Up 10 $28,876 
Im 20 years 


OVERTIME PAY Ne mx 14x 1 Comp.time 1% X to. 30hee, mx Ne No 1%Xwithe 1K X or comp, 
‘tert ‘then comp, time. $300/me, max, tme® 1K, 
Holidays 1% am then comp, officer's 
tne @ 1% choke 
UNIFORMS $120/et. $60/mo. s3soryr, Furnianed Fumiined Furnished Furnished Furnished $150/mo, Furnisned Furnished 
needed es needed ws needed en needed” a needed as needed a needed 
2 (s85/yr, boot 
lowanes) 
CLEANING ALLOWANCE No Ne No No ‘$150/y". $2.50/dey ‘s250/vr. No No Ne No 
MEAL ALLOWANCE Included No No Ne Ne No Ne Ne Ne Ne Ne 
HOSPITALIZATION, Furnished $1/mo. Furnihed Furained Furisne ‘State pays % Furnished Furnished Furnished Furnivved tor Furnished for 
ae for member for member for member for member formember - for member for member mem, & fam, mem, & fam, 
SHIFT DIFFERENTIAL No No No No Ne Ne 5%2 pm am Ne No $.277nr, No 
2 Gpm6 am 
AETIAEMENT/ 5 
EMP, CONTRIBUTION None ox ox ™ ™ None ox ey None ™ 


Bie APPENDIX E 


4 MISSOURI STATE HIGHWAY PATROL SALARY AND BENEFITS COMPARED TO MISSOURI MUNICIPAL POLICE DEPARTMENTS: 


Missount KANSAS CITY ST. LouIs co. sy. Lous CREVE COEUR ELLWOOD DESPERES FRONTENAC LAQUE ‘TOWN & COUNTRY 
HIGHWAY POLICE POLICE POLICE POLICE POLICE POLICE POLICE , POLICE POLICE 
PATROL OEPARTMENT © DEPARTMENT = =—-OBPARTMENT DEPARTMENT "© DEPARTMENT © DEPARTMENT DEPARTMENT DEPARTMENT DEPARTMENT 
PATROLMAN- $16,104,00(1982) i 
ENTRY LEVEL, $16,692.00 17,712.00(1993) $10,710.72 916,331.00 $19,220.00 $10,179.20 317,856.00 $97,136.00 $17,982.00 $18,408,00 
PATROLMAN= 26,232.00(1982) 22,954.00 
‘MAXIMUM 28,297.20 . 28'920.00(1982) —22,391,00(6 yr) 20,200.93 24,732.00 19,092.00 23,392,00 21,170.00 29,882.00 21,802.00 
YEARS TO REACH E 
MAX, SALARY. 33 10 2 " “ ’ 8 3 . 2 
LoNoEviITY None None ‘None None ‘$8/mo. per your 1% for sech None ‘88 /mo. per yeer ——-$7/mo, par each 
1EYOND MAX, after feat year 2 yeare up to 5% ‘tar fleet your year whth $105/m0, 
SALARY) : ‘ ‘maximum 
OUTSIDE 7 2 
‘EMPLOYMENT No Yo Yes Yeu Ya Yes Yo ve Yes Yo 
‘OVERTIME PAY No 1% X over ‘WX over 4dr. IH Kove to 1x ‘Comp. time 1% 1Xer 14 X= all 1% 


2Xonholldays 1060; paid over 80 40: pald over 40 ix $30Mmotiday bonus ‘comp. time duty related 


(1-80 fe comp, time) (1-40 bs comp, time) 


UNIFORMS. $120/aW. Furnlahed Furnisned < Fumiined ‘$40/me, Initish uniform. $30/mo, Furnkhed | init atlowance s276/v0. 
needed a nended es needed furniibed manera = $800; then, 
‘S175/y", ‘$20/me, 
CLEANING 
‘ALLOWANCE No $25/mo, No No No No No Ne No No 
MEAL ALLOWANCE Included No No No Ne No No Ne No Ne 
salary : . 
HOSPITALIZATION Furnianed Furnished Furnished Furnlaned Furnished Furnished Furnished Furnished 
for member for member for mamber for member for member tor member for member for member 
ond family, and farnily ‘end feenity ‘and tort 
SHIFT 7. : 
DIFFERENTIAL, No No: 10% afterSpm = SK — 11 pm: am No No No No No Ne 
RETIREMENT/ ‘None on None 7% (returned None ~ None ~ ax 25% 
EMPLOYEE f In tump sum on 
CONTRIBUTION g : tatirement) 
EDUCATIONAL, None Ames. or€Dtra— 32 bru—610/mo, Asoc. or CONTE, None Yrwitlon upon 30 hea—818/me, 100% of tultion None 
INCENTIVE $25/mo, % completion of Co hra—$30/mo, Aunoe. above «Docks upto-en 
4 year—$80/mo. course 90 nra—$48/mo, $100/me, ‘Amor. degree 
Masters & above 120 nra—880/me, . 
‘$76/mo. ‘WOhee & above 


$75 imo. 
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Comparison of State Salaries With 
Private Industry 


NOTE - See also Appendices M, N, and S 
for Additional Comparisons 
With Private Industry 


T-r 


Dir., Div. of EDP 


Manager, Programming 
Analysis 


Manager, Data Processing 


Operations te 
Pata Base Administrator, 


Manager of Technical 
Support 


Programming Analysis Supv. 
Programmer Analyst III 
Technical Support Supv. 


Systems Programmer It 
Dir., Div. of Accounting 
Chief Accountant 


Budget Analyst IV 
Personnel Officer II 


Personnel Officer III 


Personnel Officer IV 


PROFESSIONAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE POSITIONS 


(Asievican Management Association National Survey, 1980-81) 


. t * Actual. Industry 


Private Indus ery Maximum 


% Survey Class 


Electronié Data 36,400 43,500 
Processing Executive a 
(companies with sales 

of 200 to 400 million) .. . 

~ Systetis and Prograiming S Op 39,700 


‘Manager 
EDP. beSperetdony. Manager. 


32,400 | 


Software system : 5 34,800 


Programming Manager . 

28,400 
Senior Programmer/Analyst 24,500 
* 31,700 


; Programmer/Analyst (Lead) 


Software Systems 
Programmer (Lead) 


21,216 24,312 Software Systems 27,500 29,900 
Programmer (Senior) 
— 34,000 General Accounting Exec. 40,700 50,900 


(companies with assets 
over 900 million) 


‘Accountant (Level IV). 
Budget Analyst IV 


"28,000 31,800 


Plant ‘Personnel Officer 25,100 28,900 

(500 to 1000 employees). ~ 
Plant Personnel Officer ~ 27,800 32,600 

+ (1000 to 2000 employees) ~' 
"295196 Personnel Manager “236,000 41,000 


(over 4000 employees) 


Median (3rd Quartile) 


Percent by which 


Merit System Differs 
From Survey Salary 


Median Maximum 


32.0 °° 


-23.8 


18.3" 


-19.7..°- 


27.9 


Merit. Agency Classification Widsets 


bes Personnel Division 


Training Technician III 
Personnel Technician II 


_Dir., Div. of Purchasing 


Buyer IV 
Environmental Engineer IV 
Environmental Section Chief 


Merit System ° 
Salary 


23,232 
25,452 
25,452 


Maximum 


34,000 


23,232- 


19,404 


34,000 


26,652. 


29,196 
29,196 


Private Industry 
Survey Class 


‘Personnel Director 


(employees: over: 16,000) 
Training Specialist TIL 


Technical Recruitment | 
Representative (Level 1) 


Purchasing Agent 
(volumn over 50 million) 
(top level listed) 


-Buyer Level IV- i. 


Environmental Engineer IV 
Environmental Engineer V 


Actual Industry 


Salaries Paid 


39,500 


27,100 
20,800 


32,400 


27,700 - 


30,600 
35,300 


Maximum 


Median (3rd Quartile) 
"48,000 


31,000 


23,200 - 


36,500 


32,000 
33,900 
39,200 


Percent by which 
Merit System Differs 


From Survey Salary 


Median 


Maximum 


"241.2 


33.4 
19.6 


- 7.4 


20.1 


~16.1 
34,3 


€-1 


" Manager of Data Pro 


Merit System Class 


(Survey class shown beneath) 


Computer Operator I 

(Computer Operator 5) 
Computer Operator II 
(Computer Operator A) 


Computer Operator III 
(Computer Operator - Lead) 


Oprs. 
(Data Processing Oprs. Mgr.) 


Programmer Trainee 
(Applications Programmer C) 


Programmer T- 
(applications Programmer B) 


Programmer II 
(Applications Programmer A) 


Programmer III 
(Applications Programmer Sr.) 


Programmer Analyst I 
(Systems Analyst/Prog. B) 


‘Programmer Analyst II 


(Systems Analyst/Prog. A) 


Programmer Analyst III 
(Systems Analyst/Prog. Lead) 


Progranmer Analysis Supv. 
(Applications Systems Analysis 
and Programming Supv.) 

Manager of Prog. Analysis 


(Applications Systems Analysis 
and Programming Manager) 


COMPARISON OF MISSOURI MERIT SYSTEM: SALARIES WITH HANSEN'S 


Governsient 
Salaries. | 
onwide* 


Personnel Division 


Office of Administration 


Mid- 


point 


12.3 


Max. 


14.3 


18.3 


1981 DATA PROCESSING SURVEY 


Combined. Kansas City 


and St. Louis Private 
Industry Pay Rates* 


Min. 


11.0 


13.3 


Mid- 

point Max. 
13.1 15.8 
16.3 19.1 


37.1 


t 


Percent by which Merit Systum Salaries Differ From 


Government 
Salaries 
Nationwide 


Midpoint 
- 6.0 


-16.9 
-16.8 
(706 
"a3 
-11.3 
_, 720.0 
-10.3 
- 7.6 
=10.3 
18.7 


~26.6 


-23.0 


718.1 


27.5 


25.8 


Combined Kansas City 
and St. Louis Private 


Industry Pay Rates _ 


Min. 


- 7.8 
-10.8 


718.4 


32.0 


719.8 
15.2 
10.7 
“2.3 
“14.1 
“14.2 
27.1 


36.1 


38.7 


Midpoint 


12.9 


“219.9 


29.0 


45.9 


26.4 


23.2 


20.6 


24.9 


-23.5 


26.3 


38.9 


50.5 


~52.7 


Max. 


719.7 
23.2 


34.5 


+ 953.7 


730.9 


27.8 


727.3 


32.1 


29.4 


30.2 


47,0 


759.2 


~61.6 


9-1 


and St. Louis Privat 


Merit System Salary* Nationwide* Industry Pay Rates* 
Merit System Class Mid- u Mid- . Mid= 


(Survey class shown beneath) Min. step Max. #: point - Mex. Min. point Max. 
Systems Analyst II 16.2 18.5 21.2 °° 23.0° 26.8 *18,8 23,7 28,7 
(Systems Analyst A) . a G 

Systems Analyst III 18.5° 21.2 "24.3 25.1 © 28.7 22.0 27.0 32.4 
(Systems Analyst Lead) . : 


Systems Programmer I 17.0 ° 19.4 22.2 
(Software Systems Analyst/ Fi é 
Programmer A) 


Systems Programmer II 18.5 21.2 24.3 21.1 ° 26.4 ° 27.8 22.2 27.8 33.4 
“(Software Systems Analyst/ 
Programmer Senior) 


Technical Support Supervisor 19.4 22.2 25.5 26.1 30.5 34.3 ake 
(Software Systems Analysis 
‘and Programming Supv.) 


Manager of Technical Support 21.2 24.3 27.9 
(Software Systems Analysis 
and Programming Manager)’ 


24.3 28.7 19.9 25.1 | -30.3" 


«23-5 27.8 32.4 **23.4 30.2 37.0 


“pata Processing Manager I 23.2 26.7 30.6 © -25.2 32,3 40,2 


(Divisional, Subsidiary or 
Regional Mgr, of Data Proc.) 


*Salaries shown are to the nearest tenth of one thousand. 
*4St, Louis only. aan se 
*k*Information not available. 7 


Conbined Kansas City.” 


Percent by which Merit System Salaries Differ From 


Combined Kansas City 
and St. Louis Private 


Government 
Salaries 


Nationwide 


Min. 
719.8 


717.3 


-18.8 © 


14.1 


-34.5 


10.8 


~ 8.6 


Midpoint 
24.3 


718.4 


-25.3 
-15.1 
937.4 
14.4 


21.0 


26.4 
18.1 


29.3 


“14.4 


34.5 


716.1 


“31.4 


Industry Pay Rates 


Min. 


-16.0 


718.9 , 


17.1 


20.0 


10.4 


Midpoint 
28,2 


927.4 


29.4 


“31.2 


24.3 


732.6 


Finance, Accounting & Legal Compensation 


Survey Results 
1982 


(A.S. Hansen, Inc. Data) 


Selected Positions 


Top Corporate Financial Executive 
(all industries) 
Service/Profit Industry 
Service/Non-Profit 
Top Division Financial Executive 
(all industries) 
Service/Profit 
Corporate Controller 
Top Corporate Audit Executive 
Top Division Audit Manager 
Senior Auditor 
Top Corporate Accounting Executive 
Top Corporate Tax Executive 
General Counsel 
Top Division Legal Executive 
Top Administration Executive 
Top Personnel Executive 
Top Data Processing Executive 


Average 


110,200 
103,500 
73,000 


80,200 
58,500 
80, 700 
57,400 
40,700 
28,300 
54,500 
68,100 
113,800 
73,800 
134,800 
80,600 
70,800 


Salary 
75th Percentile 


135,000 
131,700 
90,000 


99 400 
64,300 
99,300 
66,000 
45,100 
31,300 
63, 800 
81,000 
137,200 
85,400 
159,900 
99,100 
80,300 


Appendix J 


Tables Demonstrating Salary Compression 


Personnel Division 
Office of Administration 


OCCUPATIONAL AREAS IN WHICH THE SALARY COMPRESSION OF TOP 
CLASSIFIED POSITIONS WITH DIVISION HEADS SHOULD BE 
RELIEVED TO ALLOW NEEDED SALARY RANGE REVISIONS 


FOR FY 1984 
‘ Number of 
Occupational Area of the Classified Service Classes Affected 
Administration and Staff Support Classes 17 
The classes in this group include the key management functions 
of government such as fiscal and budget, planning, personnel, 
data processing, procurement, research, and general management 
support. : 
Employment Security Classes 5 
This group of classes includes top administrative and program 
classes used by the Division of Employment Security. 
Parks and Related Classes 2 
Included in this group are several top management positions 
which involve responsibility at the Assistant Director 
level. 
Miscellaneous Health Classes 9 
This group of classes includes several top non-medical administra- 
tive positions in the health area. 
Laboratory, Engineering and Applied Sciences 8 


This group includes several top laboratory, engineering and related 
administrative positions. 

PB corzeccions and Youth Services 4 
This group includes several top correctional administrative 
positions in adult corrections, youth services and probation and 
parole. 

We Family Services and Miscellaneous Public Welfare Positions 4 


This group includes top level county directors and several other 
administrative positions. 


TOTAL CLASSES 49 


The salary compression in the state classification and compensation structure 
extends downward in the above listed occupational areas affecting an increasing 
number of classes at various levels of responsibility. 


EMPLOYEES RECEIVING SALARIES OF 


$30,000 OR HIGHER AS OF JULY 1, 1982* 


Merit System Employees 
Deputy Department Director 
Assistant Division Directors 
Legal a 
Pilot 

Administrative 

Data Processing 

“Medical 

Dental 

Veterinary Science 
Nursing , 

Psychology 


Non-Merit System Employees Total 


Total Number of Employees 
1 
27 


- 30 


GRAND TOTAL — 328 


*Note: As used in this table, "employees" refers to persons 
occupying positions other than department director, deputy 
department director (exempt), division director and comparable 


positions. 
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Appendix K 


Hay Associates - 1983 State Government 
Survey (All States Data) 


July 1982 Salary Rates 


HAY ASSOULATES - 1983 STATE GOVERNNENT SURVEY SALI, STATES DATA) 


Title 


Governor 
Director, Department 
of Social Services. 


Superintendent, State 
Highway Patrol 

Director, Department. 
of Agriculture 

Director, Division of 

\: Animal Health 

Director, Division of 
Budget & Planning 

Director, Division of 
Purchasing 

Director, Dept. of 

* Corrections and 
Human Resources 

Director, Division of 
Insurance 

Director, Division of 
Finance 


Mirector, Division of ° 


Env.. Quality 

‘Director, Division of 
Parks & Historic 
Preservation 

‘Director of Staff, 

» Water Pollution 
Control 

pirector, Division 
of Personnel 

‘irst Assistant 

| Attorney General 

plate Librarian 
joordinator, 
Disaster Planning 
and Operations 


District Engineer 
(Metro) 
ivision Engineer, 


Materials & Research 


istrict Engineer 
“Assistant 

Division Engineer, 

; Planning 

enior Planning 
Engineer 


(July, 1982 Salary Rates) 


Hay Survey Salary 


% Missouri Salary 


Missouri Salary Differs from Survey 

Min. Avg. Max. Min, Midstep Max. Min. Midstep Max. 
35.0 57.3 85.5 55.0 +57.1 0 - 4.2 -55.5 
38.3 53.3 92.0 40.0 +44 -33.3 -130.0 
31.0 45.2 70.1 39.2 +26.5  -15.3 -78.8 
32.0 45.7 65.7 40.0 425.0 -14.3 ~64.3 
26.3 38.2 51.9 32.8 424.7 -16.5 58.2 
34.0 49.8 71.7 34.0 _- -46.5  -110.9 
22.0 37.6 60.6 34.0 454.5  .-10.6 78.2 
32.8 48.6 69.2 40.0 422.0  -21.5 -73.0 
25.7 43.5 70.0 34.0 $32.30 -27.9  -105.9 
25.9 42.7 70.0 34.0 431.3 -25.6 ~-105.9 
28.5 44.9 62.8 34.0 419.30 -32.1 ~84.7 
18.0 37.8 65.7 34.0 +88.9 © -11.2 93.2 
19.0 35.1 60.6 30.0 457.9 -17.0 -102.0 
28.5 45.2 65.7 34.0 419.3 -32.9 93.2 
20.0 42.1 68.5 33.7 +68.5 ~-24.9 -103.3 
24.5 39.2 72.7 35.0 442.9 -12.0  -107.7 
22.0 33.3 50.4 32.3 440.8 = 3.1 -ih 

22.5 36.4 63.9 36.0 +60.0 - 1.1 77.5 
23.30 38.2 57.9 37.7 461.8 ~ 1.3 -53.6 
23.30 35.5 49.0 30.6 431.3 -16.0 60.1 
23.3 41.3 63.2 37.7 461.8 - 9.5 67.0 
14.0 23.6 39.5 26.3 +87.9  +11.4 ~50.2 


Title 


Data Processing 
Manager II 
Chief of Financial” 
Management E.S. 
Asst. Director, 
Div. of Accounting 
Asst. Director for 
Budget Analysis 
Personnel Analyst III 
Personnel Analyst IV 
Librarian 
E.S, Manager III 
Graduate Nurse VII 
Clinical 
Psychologist IV 
Vocational 
Rehabilitation 
Specialist I 
Occupational 
Therapist II 
Environmental 
Engineer IV 
Corrections 
Officer III 
Corrections 
Superintendent III 


Hay Survey Salary 


Missouri Salary 


% Missouri Salary 


Differs from Survey. 


Min, 


Avg. 


Max. 


Min. 


Midstep Max. Min. Midstep Max. 
32.9 33.00 = 815.8 > 68.2 
27.5 27.5 «425.6 $6.6 91,3 
32.2 33.0. 432.6 «+9.9 © 68.2 
32.9 33.0 +6.8 14.0 68.2 
23.1 25.2 425.3 - 2.6 -36.5 
28.3 28.8 - 2.3 -20.8 101.0 
13.7 16.3 +5.8 24.1 55.2 
23.9 24.1 +5.7 -18.8 -118.3 
29:1 30.1. #191 - 1,0 46.2 
26.4 28.8. - 5.9 -31.4 -101.4 
20.1 20.2 #41.8 +2.0  -49.5 
19.6 22.0. 425.9: + 5-392 
29.1 30.1 425.5 4.7 -74.8 
14.8 17.0 +7.3 32.4 -85.9 
29.8 315 $364 33.6 07.0 


Appendix L 


Comparison of Missouri State Highway 
Patrol Fringe Benefits With 
Kansas City Police Department, 
St. Louis County Police Department, and 
St. Louis Police Department 


Contents: 


Disability 
Retirement 

Health Insurance 
Life Insurance 
Overtime 

Court Time 

Call Back 

Uniform Allowance 
Educational Incentive 


EMPLOYEE BENEFIT COMPARISON - REVISED 


DISABILITY BENEFITS 


MISSOURI STATE HIGHWAY PATROL------------ 
At Present Duty Related * Non-Duty Related 


50% of the compensation 
being received at incur- 
rence of disability. 


DPS Recommendation 608 


KANSAS CITY POLICE DEPARTMENT ---------- 


Duty Related 
60% of the compensation 


being received at incur- 
rence of disability. 


SAINT LOUIS COUNTY 
POLICE DEPARTMENT ----------- 


Duty Related 


80% of the compensation 
being received at incur- 
rence of disability. 


*SAINT LOUIS POLICE DEPARTMENT ---~----- 


*Denotes addition of information. 


L-1 


1.25% of average final 
compensation multiplied 
by years service. 


2% 


Non-Duty Related 
2% of average final com- 
pensation multiplied by 
years service. 


Non-Duty Related 
80% of the compensation 
being received at incur- 
rence of disability. 


After ten (10) years of 
service, employees are 
eligible for non-duty 


related disability benefits. 


DISABILITY BENEFITS 


oF 


PATROLMAN WITH 3 YEARS' SERVICE 


MISSOURI STATE HIGHWAY PATROL 


Duty Related 


$8,514/yr. 
710/mo. 


KANSAS CITY POLICE DEPARTMENT ----— 


Duty Related 


> *$ 10,966 /yr. 
914 fimo. 


SAINT LOUIS COUNTY 
POLICE DEPARTMENT 


Duty Related 


$15,106/yr. 
1,259/mo. 


SAINT LOUIS POLICE DEPARTMENT-------- - 


* Denotes correction of data. 
**Denotes addition of information. 


Non-Duty Related 


$638/yr. 
53/mo. 


Non-Duty Related 


*$ 1,097/Yr- 
: g1/io. 


Non-Duty Related 


$15,106/yr. 
1,259/mo. 


Unable to locate relative data. 


RETIREMENT BENEFITS 


MISSOURI STATE HIGHWAY PATROL -- -- Age 55 and 15 years service; 
1.25% of average final com- 
pensation multiplied by the 
number of years creditable 
service, multiplied by 1.1/3. 


Equals approximately 48% of 
Salary if years of service 
exceed 30. 


KANSAS CITY POLICE DEPARTMENT ----~--- 25 years service - 50% vf 
average final compensation. 


30 years service - 60% of 
average final compensaticn. 


SAINT LOUIS COUNTY © 
POLICE DEPARTMENT -----~-------- Age 60 and 10 years service- 

‘ 1.2% of average last 5 months 
compensation up to $650; 
excess over $650 at 1.5% mul- 
tiplied by the number of years 
of creditable service. 


30 years service = 42% salary. 


Age 55 and 10 years service- 
68.35% of normal + $8/month 
multiplied by years of cred- 
itable service to a maximum 
of $160 to age 60. 


*SAINT LOUIS POLICE DEPARTMENT--=--~-~=------ ~--- 2% of the average firial compensation 
(last 3 years) x years of service up 
to 25, 4% for each additional year, 

- maximum pension of 70%. 


NO RECOMMENDATIONS 


*Denotes addition of information. 


1-3 


HEALTH INSURANCE BENEFITS 


MISSOURI STATE HIGHWAY PATROL -------- furnished for employee; cover- 
: age for family requires employee 


contribution of $33.65/ment 
$100.65/month depending upon ine 
deductible chosen. 


KANSAS CITY POLICE DEPARTMENT -------- furnished for employee; ccver- 
age for family requires con- 
tribution of $10/month oy the 
employee. 


“SAINT LOUIS COUNTY 
POLICE DEPARTMENT - 


furnished for employee. 


*SAINT Lours POLICE DEPARTMENT -r------=------"=~ furnished for employee; coverage for 
family requires contribution of 
$113.71/year by the emplayee. 


NO RECOMMENDATIONS 


*Denotes addition of information. 


L-4 


LIFE INSURANCE BENEFITS 


MISSOURI STATE HIGHWAY PATROL -------- 


Years of Creditable Service 


years but less than 3 years 
years but less than 4 years 
-years but less than 5 years 
years and more 


UPRWNA 


KANSAS ‘CITY POLICE DEPARTMENT -----~--- 


SAINT LOUIS COUNTY 
POLICE DEPARTMENT ~------------- 


*SAINT LOULS$ POLICE DEPARTMENT -=---nr---------- 


*Denotes addition of information 


L-5 


months but less than 2 years 


Coverage furnished dependent 
upon number of years credi- 
table service, 


Coverage 
$1,000 
2,000 
3,000 
4,000 
-5,000 


$5,000 life and $5,000 
Accidental Death & Dis- 
ability insurance furnished. 


Two times annual salary 
furnished. 


Employee's salary rate rounded to 
next higher $1,000 (plus $3,000 for 
police). 100% paid by City. 


OVERTIME PAY 


MISSOURI STATE HIGHWAY PATROL ------ 


“KANSAS CITY POLICE DEPARTMENT ~------ 


SAINT LOUIS COUNTY 


POLICE DEPARTMENT ------------ 


*SAINT LOUIS. POLICE DEPARTMENT -------------- 


DPS NO RECOMMENDATIONS 


*Denotes addition of information. 
L-6 


Time and a half over 8 hours 
with ea 15 minute minimum; 
double time on holidays. 


(Captains and above excluded; 
they receive compensatory 
time.) 


Sergeants and below paid 

time and a half over 40 hours 
accumulated to 60 hours; i 
to 60 hours is compensatory 
time. 


The first forty (40) hours of over- 
time worked are reimbursed as compensa- 
tory time off, while any overtime 
exceeding this amount is awarded for 
monetarily. 


COURT TIME 


MISSOURI STATE HIGHWAY PATROL -: 


KANSAS CITY POLICE DEPARTMENT --------- If under 2 hours, paid for 
. 2 hours at time and a half; 
if over 2 hours, paid actual 
time at time and a haif. 


(Captains and above excluded; 
they receive compensatcry 
time.) 


SAINT LOUIS COUNTY 
POLICE DEPARTMENT +------------- If under 2 hours, paid for 
: : 2 hours at time and a half; 
if over-2 hours, paid actual 
time at time and a haif. 


*SAINT LOUIS POLICE DEPARTMENT -- 


- Unable to locate relative data. 


DPS NO RECOMMENDATIONS 


*Denotes addition of information. 


CALL BACK 


MISSOURI STATE HIGHWAY PATROL -— 


No compensation. 


KANSAS CITY POLICE DEPARTMENT -------- If off duty or 1 hour has 
. iG elapsed since end of shift, 
paic for 4 hours at time & 
a half or actual time at 
time and a half, whichever 
is greater. 


SAINT LOUIS COUNTY £ : 
POLICE DEPARTMENT -- Minimum of 2 hours at time 


and a half. 


_*SAINT LOUIS POLICE DEPARTMENT ---~------------- Unable to locate relative data. 


DPS NO RECOMMENDATIONS 


*Denotes addition of information. 


L-8 


UNIFORM ALLOWANCE 


MISSOURI STATE HIGHWAY PATROL ------------ $120/quarter 

DPS Recommendation : “$150/quarter 

KANSAS CITY POLICE DEPARTMENT ------------ Uniforms furnished as 
needed. 


Plain clothes - $50/mo. 


SAINT LOUIS COUNTY 
POLICE DEPARTMENT -- Uniforms furnished as 


needed. 


Plain clothes - $90/qtr. 


*SAINT Lous POLICE DEPARTMENT srnnqwaqncenae-=------- Uniforms furnished as needed. 
y . Plain clothes + $222.54/year. 


*Denotes addition of information. 


L-9 


EDUCATIONAL INCENTIVE 


MISSOURI STATE HIGHWAY PATROL -------- None 
KANSAS CITY POLICE DEPARTMENT -------- Associate Degree or 60 hours/ 
$25/month. 


degree - $50/menth. 


Masters Degree & above - 
$75/month. 


SAINT LOUIS COUNTY ‘ f 
POLICE DEPARTMENT -------------- 32 College hours - $10/month 


64 College hours - $25/month 
Bachelor's Degree - $55/month 


Master's Degree - $70/month 


=> Associate Degree or 40 hours = 


*SAINT LOUIS POLICE DEPARTMENT -~ 
i hay $34.67/month. 


Bachelor's Degree ~ $647.17/month. 
DPS NO RECOMMENDATION es $67.17/month., 


*Denotes addition of information. 


L-10 


Appendix M 


Comparison of Top Six Elected Positions 
With Other Governments and Private Industry 


NOTE: Explanation of Fringe Benefits 
Can Be Found at pp. N-30,N-32 of Appendix N 


Secretary of State 


Attomey General 


SALARY COMPARISONS FOR EQUIVALENT POSETIONS 


States With States With Kansas City 
Four Major = 4-6 Million $3-5 Billion Fifty and Federal Private FRINGE 
Neighbors Population Bugets __States__St. Lous City. Goverment Sector BEETTS 
Av. 49,500 fv. 61,563 Av. 59,900 Av. 55,489 Mayors 35,000 President Av. $322,000 B 
aK 5,000 59,000 $200,000 Bth $120,000 
+ 15,292 (66, 195)" 1919 7,500 IL 58,000 
1980 37,500 10 60,000 Chtef Exec. Off. 
1981 55,000 KS 45,000 
1982 55,000 
1. 90,000, . 11-82 1977 16,000 Av. 22,750 Av. 37,905 Av. 38,657 «Av. 33,25 N/A Vice President Av. $134,890 B 
2. 23,608 (1,265)* 1978 16,000 AK 14,000 $19,135 7Bth $159,900 
3. 19,673 (36,355)"* 1979 16,000 IL 45,500 Percentile 
198 16,000 I0 18,000 ‘Top Adm. Exec. 
1981 30,000 KS 13,500 
1982 30,000 
1. 42,500 11-82 1977 5,000 Av. 34,05 Av. BTM hv. 31,05 Av. 38,287 WA WA Av. N/A B 
2. 36,887 (62,709)* 1978 B,000 AK 22,500 ‘th 
3. 30,397 (51,250)"" 1979 5,000 IL 50,500 Percentile 
180 5,000 10 35,600 
1981 42,500 KS 27,500 
1982 42,500 
1. 42,500. 1-21-19 , 1977 20,000 Av. 36,806 fv. 40,773 hv. 43,193 Av. 41,110 52,500 Comptroer Av, «$57,400 iB 
2. 29,510 (62,709)" 1978 2,000 AK 28,290 N/A * General. Bth $66,000 
3. 24,439 (51,250) 1979 42,500 IL 48,000 $60,662 Percentile 
1980 42,500 I0 3,600 ‘Top Corporate 
1981 42,500 KS 35,35 Audit Exec, 
1982 42,500 
16 42,500 11-82 1977 2,000 Av. 33,400 fy. 42,179 Av. 41,779 Av. 38,401 W/A Seo of Treasury Av. 55,900 B 
2. 29,510 (62,709)* 1978 20,00) AK 22,500 69,630 Bth 62,500 
3. 2,439 (51,250) 1979 2,000 IL 48,000 Percentile 
1980 20,000 10 3,600 Div. Treasurer 
1981 42,500 21,500 
1982 42,500 
1. 15,000 11-82 1977 5,000 Av. 41,000 fv. 50,292 Av. 49,562 Av. 116,000 48,204 Atty, Gen, fy. 113,800 B 
2. 3,887 (66,398)* . 1978 5,000 AK 26,500 N/A 69,630 Tth 137,200 
3. 30,397 (54,230)"* 1979 5,000 IL 50,500 Percentile 
1980 3,000 10 47,000 ‘Top Corporate 
1981 45,000 40,000 Legal Exec. 
: 1982 45,000 - 4 
978 adjusted by CPL. Sete cae pie 
1978 adjusted ty Merit System increases authorized by General Assembly since 1978. 


Appendix N 


Comparison of Department Directors, Deputy Directors 
Division Directors and Boards and Commissions With 
Other States, Kansas City, St. Louis, Federal Government 
and the Private Sector Where Appropriate. Also Shown 

is Sahary History, Date of Last Raise, and What the 
Salary Would be if (1) Adjusted by CPI Since 1978 and 
(2) if Adjusted by Merit System Authorized Increases 
Since 1978. Explanatory Key is Found at N-29, and 
Fringe Benefit Key at N-30, 32. 


Contents 


N-1 Labor & Industrial Relations Commission 
Board of Probation and Parole 
State Tax Commission 
Administrative Hearing Commission 


N-2,3 Public Service Commission 

N-4,5 Department of Public Safety 

N-6 Department of Natural Resources 

N-7 Department of Labor and Industrial Relations 
N-8 Department of Higher Education 


N-9,10 Department of CARL 
N-11,12 Department of Agriculture 
N-13,14 Department of Social Services 


N-15 Department of Conservation 
N-16 Department of Corrections & Human Resources 
N-17 Department of Elementary & Secondary Education 
N-18,19 Department of Mental Health 
N-20,21, 
22,23, 
24 Department of Highways and Transportation 
N-25 Department of Revenue 
N-26,27 
"28 Office of Administration 
N-29 Explanatory Key 
N-30,31, 


32 Fringe Benefits Key 


{ASCR_ AND INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS OHMS 


SMARY COMPARISONS FOR BQULVALENT POSTTIGNS 


c 
3. Tf Adjusted ty Merit Systen " DATE SALARY © States With States With Kansas City : 
QF ust WISTORY = ForMajor’ 4-6 Million $35 Billion Fifty: | and Federal Private FRINGE 
RAIS _SINGE 1977 _ Neighbors Population Bukets States -_ St. Louls City "Goverment. Sector HENEFITS 
T-82 1977 000 Av. 27,798 Av. N/A Av. N/A Av. 35,89 N/A Bxeo. Schedule Av. W/A 
. 1978 40,000 AK 27,196 Level V Bh 
1979 40,000 IL N/A $57,500 Perventile 
1980 40,000 10 28,300 
1981 40,000 KS N/A 
1982 40,000 
[BOARD OF PRORATION AND PAROLE 
Qaiman 1. 34%,000 T-1-80 1977 19,500 Av. 37,718 Av. 3,788 Av. 39,758" Av. 40, 104 WA U.S, Parle Av. WA 
2. 39,89 1978 27,000 $50/Day + exp. Commissioners 75th 
3. 36,683 1979 27,000 I 35,000 . $67,500 Percentile 
1980 31,000 10 #14,906 
1981 34,000 KS 38,436 
1982 34,000 ; 
Menber (2) 7-1-80 1977 17,000 Av. 34,218 Av. 5,557 Av. 37,9158 Av. 38,100 1S. Parole WA 
1978 24,500 AK $50/day + exp. 
1979 24,500 TL 30,000 $57,500 Perventije 
1980 31,500 10 "14,900 
. 1981 31,400 KS 38,436 
© part-tine 1982 31,500 a 
9 Based on full-time boards ~ som states have part-time boards. 
‘STATE TAX COMMESSION 
airman and 1. 3,000 8-81 1977 18,000 Av. N/A we N/A hve WA hve N/A N/A 
2 Commissioners 2. 35,888 1978 5,000 AK . 
: 3. 30,397 1919 5,000 IL . 
1980 5,000 10 
1981 341,000 KS. 
‘1982 31,000 
ADMENTSTRATLVE HEATING COMESSTON 
3 Commissioners: 1 B,00 1980 1977 13,500 Av. N/A av. N/A Av. WA Av. N/A WA Fed. Adm. . Av. = N/A 
2, 28,712 1978 19,500 “AK : Law Judge Bth 
3. 22,658 1979 33,000 IL 48,550 ~ Percentile 
1980 8,000 10 72, 129 t 
1981 38,000 KS ia 
1982 38,000 ua 


T-N 


CURRENT SALARY 


1 otal 
2, If Adjusted by CFI Since 
1978 


SALARY COMPARISONS FOR EQUIVALENT POSITIQNS 


3. If Adjusted by Merit System DATE SALARY States With States bith Kensas City 
Tnoreases Authorized by @P ust HISKRY = For Major NG Million $35 Billion Fifty and Federal Private 
POSITION General Since RAISE SINCE 1977 __ Neighbors ___ Population Buigets States _ St. Louts City Goverrment, Sector 
Qhairman and 1. 40,000 880 1977 28,000 Av. 40,454 a. av. © av. 41,960 | WAR 58,500 iy. N/A 
4 Conmissioners 2. 41,344 1978 2,000 AK $66 45,890 "*POC, FERC, IOC 75th 
3. 33,971 1979 28,000 IL 39,000 (see attached) Peroantle 


\6-state average ~ other states have ‘or provided no 1982 information. 


‘ part-time comissions 
” Federal, Communtoations Commission, Federal Energy Regulatory Comission, Interstate Comerce Commission 


t-N 


*.+ Source: 1981 NARUC Annual Report 
on Utility and Carrier Regulation ,,, 
(National Association of Regulatoxy, ,,, 
Utility Commissioners) 2 


MoPSC Compensation Information 


SALARIES, CHAIRNEN AND COMMISSIONERS (1982) 


State, Federal and Associate Consissions Chairaen Commis 3 
Regie Des Services Publics Du Quibec $71,040 | $56,994-62,452 (Meabers) 


Alberts Public Utilities Board $4,100-71,000 47,700-60,500 (Members) 


~ Mew York Public Service Comaission (1) (2) 


59,808 
Quedec Electricity and Cas Board ‘50, 200758, 
Naw York State Departnent ef Transportation se 
Indiana Public Service Commission 


Nuclear Regulatory Commission 


Civil Aeronautics Joard 


Ego Federal Conaunicacions ‘Commission 


Ice, 


Kansas . ‘= Kansas State Corporation Comni: 
= y Public Service Conziss: 
= ico Public 

Towa - ‘State Conserce 


* 
ArkansaS= Ariinvas Public Service Co: 


ral Energy Regulatory Commission 
Federal Railroad Adainistratie: 
Conerce Commissic 
Caaaission 
te Corporation Comm: 


on (1 


(2) 


way Adainistration 
scoamunications and: laforaation 


ec 
Michigan Departaeat 
= Connecticut Departs b 
Alaska Public Utilities Coasission 
Alaska Transportation Commission 
California Public Utilities Commission 4p) (2) 
Sew Jersey Board of Public Utilities ( 


fublac Utility Coemissioner 
alfa eertice Constasien (43 (3) 
raver 


Administration 
Trans] 


= Dreyer 


= Nisconyin Public Service Conaission (2) 
= Worth Carolina Utilities Commission 
= Hichasan Public Service Cuamission (1) (2) 
~ Rhode [sland Public Utalicies Conaission 
Wisconsin Transportation Copmission ~ 
Hawi 


Lic Utilities Conmissica 
je Public Service Commission (2) 
4a Public Service Conaission 

Wevada Public Service Coaaission 
Maryland Public Service Coaaission 


Public Utilities Coxnis: 
yivania* Public Urilicy 
= New Hanpshire Public Ucilici 


I New Mexico State Corporation Commission 
Louisiana Public Servic: 
= Veraont Public Service Boa: 


ion: 

‘= South Carolina Public Service Coanission (2)° 
a Public Utilities Commission 
= North Dakota Public Service Consission 
T South Dakota Public Utilitiés Commission 
Massachusetts Departnent of Public Utilities 
‘> Maho Public urtlities Conmission 

Maine Public Utalities Conmission 

ic Service Consissiva 

38ippi Public Service Commission 
4 Transportation Regulation Authority 


ta Rico Public Service Cussissica 
Arkaasas Transportation Coxmissien 

= Nebrusia Public Service Cori 
‘We Alabena Public Service Cura: 


Try 


‘Bem detasare Public Service Conmission 
Kentucky Aailroad Conais: 
arsin Islands Public Service Consissien 
yosing Public Service Conmissica . 


Voatd of Consissioners of Public Utilities - 


ortation 
af Public Utility Contret (2) 


Public Service $2,618 
rgstteg commtanion (2) ° Sittog “189° 
Cy2) ra 3eri8e-s0, 363 


$00 (Wembers) 
$00 


$00 


Administrator $00 Deputy Aduinistracor 


'000-S3,000 
58,500 Deputy Director 


$4,758 Deputy As: 
$4,800 Deputy ad 
45,769 Administrater 
43,673-53, 609 


33,900-35,500 
30,000-42,000 
600 


34,000 z 
18,000-30,000° 


$38 per neecing ** 


if nesting &© 
Annual Salary ini 


ation act available. 


*WO response to 1962 Survey of Salaries. : 


51 States include D.c. (1) $46,167 12-state average-240 or more staff 


* = 5 Part-time/no 1982 data (Mo: 7 of 12) 
tes (2) $45,245  25-state average-100 or more staff 
‘s (Mo: 20 of 27) 
N-3 $41,960 46-state average (Chm: $45,219) 


QRRENT SALARY ‘ SALARY COMPARISONS FOR EQUIVALENT FOSITENS 


1. dopa : 
2. If Adjusted by CPL Sine 
1918 
3. If Adjusted by Merit System DATE SALARY States With States With Kansas City 
Increases Authorized by @Pust HISTORY = Four Major «4-6 Million $35 Billion Fifty and Fedoral Private 
1yB__RAISE _SINGE 197] __Nelgtbors _Fopulatin __Barkgets _States St, Louts City _Goverrment_Seotor __BENEFITS_ 
Department Dirreotor 16 40,000 HIB 1977 5,000 bv. WA Av. WA Aye. N/A, HA N/A WA ay, N/A 
: . $9,020 1978 40,000 aK 772 Bth 
3. 52,181 1979 40,000 IL. Percentile 
1980 40,000 10 
1981 40,000 KS 
1982 40,000 2 : 
Deputy Departaent 1. 31,200 19811977 21,600 Av. W/A™ Wy. WA Ae WA hy. WA wa aA Aye WA 
Director 2. BOT 1978 B,38 aK ; Bh, 
3. 31,981 1979 27,800 IL Percentile 
1980 29,820 10 
1981 30,000 KS. 
; 1982 31,200 
Divinton Directors : 
‘Superintendent 1. 36,888 7-82 1977 21,720 bv. H,8665 ‘Av. 43,608 av. M6412 Av. 43,710 WA WA av. N/R 
Highwy Patrol 2, 40,900 1976 21,720 MK 3,360 Bh 
3. 1,23 1979 30,240 IL 37,000 Percentile 
R500 10 715 
1981 37,250 KS 39,385 
1982 36,888 A 
Liquor Control 1. 31,000 5-81 1977 19,380 Av. N/A Av. N/A oky. N/A oY. w/a WA Av. N/A 
2. Wj 35 1978 23,50 AK ~ ‘ Bt 
3. B31 1979 9,000, IL 5 Percentile 
1980 32,700 10 
1981 34,000 KS 


DEPARTYENT CF PUBLIC SAFETY (Continued) 
: creer sway 
1. Actual 
2. If Adjusted ty CPI Since 
1978 


3. If Adjusted ty Merit System DATE 
Tnoreases Authorized by @ust  uisiy 


Postion General Assmmbly Sinoo 1978 __RAISE__ SINCE. 197 


‘State. Fire Marshall. M19 
tater Sarety 1. 1,000 W480 1977 17,560 Av. N/A Ay. WR Av. N/A Ave N/A wh U.S, Coast Ay. N/A a 
2, 21,019 1978 18,312 aK . ¥ . Qard Bth 
3. 22,427 1979 26,060 Percentile 
1980 29,118 10 28,000 - 48,000 
1981 33,680 1S 
Wy 
‘Adjutant General 14 34,000 7-80 1977 5,000 Av. 35,906 fv 46,082 Av, 46,838 av. 3,5 N/A WA av. N/M a 
2, 46,035 1978 31,200 AK 34,200 ‘ i > 
¥,750 1979 33,072 IL. 32,500 Peroentile 
1960 24,000 10 40,250 
1981 24,000 KS: 36,635 
34,000 
Highny Safety 1. 38,000 678 1977 BIO Av. N/A a a Co ZY CN Reg. Ada, tv. WA ry 
2 sat 1978 34,000 AK Nat. Huy. Btn 
3. h,681 1979 31,000 TL Treffic Aim, Perventile 
1980 34,000 10 46,685 - 60,689 
1981 23 s 


S-N 


De) @ RESORGS 
ERENT SALARY 
1. hoa 
2, If Adjusted by OF Since 
1918 


3 If Adjusted ty Merit Systen DATE = SAL. States With States With Konsas City 
Tnereases Authorized by (Pust HISMRY For Majr 4-6 Million $35 Billion Fifty and Federal Private FRING: 
posi) General Assmly Sinoe 1978 RAISE _SINGE 1977 _Netghtors _Fopulation _Buigets_Stateo_St. Laut City _ Government, __ Sontor BEEF 
Departnent: Disreator 1. 40,000 HTB 1977 3,000 Av, 40,130 Av. 46,916 hv.-16,793 Av. 15,628 N/A Civil Service Vice President a 
2. 99.020 1978 40,000 AK 42,590 G15 Douglas 
3. 52,181 1979 40,000 TL 40,000 98,553 - 63,115 57,0966 - 69,504 
198 40,000 10 37,800" Plant Mer. 
1981 40,000 KS HA 
1982 40,000 61,000 - 71,000 
Deputy Dept. Director 1. 37,000 7-80 1971 N/A. NA wy. WAY. N/A ove NAB N/A Gavi Service Director A 
2. 53,118 1978 36,000 AK s-1h MDonald 
3. 43,505 1979 3,000 IL 41,277 ~ 53,661 52,000 ~ 81,000 
1980 35,000 10 
1981 36,000 KS. i a 
1982 36,000 ‘ 
Division Di 
‘Services 7-80 1977 23,746 Av. W/A Ave Woy, N/A ve N/A Ws Civil Service Maeger, 4 
* 1978 30,000 aK B12 MaDonald Douglas 
1979 0,000" IL «29,314 ~ 8,185 41,964 - 6,052 
1980 34,000 10 
1981 34,000 KS = 
1982 34,000 . | 
Envirermontal Qulity 1. 34,000 7-80 1971 23,796 Av. B,20 Av. 43,906 Av. 48,777 Av. "5,357 61,020 Civil Servicd Monogr, A 
2. 44,265 1978 30,000 AK 33,250 WA, \@-12 MDonald Douglas 
3. 5,35 1979 30,000 IL, 43,000 . 29,314 - B, 41,964 ~ 66 052 
. 34,000 10 3,850 . ‘ 
1981 34,000 KS 10,860 
‘1982 34,000 
Parkes and Historic 1. 31,000 TO 1977 23,746 Av. 39,15 Av. 40,091 Av. 41,696 Av. 40,659 50,280 (Civil Service Manager A 
Preservation 2. my 1978 30,000 AK 36,990 4,772 B12 tional Douglas 
3. B55 1979 30,000 IL 47,540 3TH = = 
1960 34,000 10 34,050 SS ANS Me, 6a 
1981 31,000 KS 38,000 
1982 34,000 
Prerey 1. 34,000 780 1977 B,7H6 Av. 37,834 fv. 3,7H0 Av. 1,683 Av. 40,067 N/A Civil Service Menager A 
2 be 1978 30,000 aK 32,465 AS G2 © ‘McDonald Douglas 
3 $5 1979 30,000 IL 43,000 29,374 - 38,105 41,964 ~ 
1980 34,000 IO 34,670 : ” 6,052 
1981 34,000 KS 41,200 


“N 


DEPARTMENT OF LABOR AID INDUSTRIAL, RELATIONS 
GURRENT SALARY. 
TS totaal 
2 TE Adjusted by OT Stree 
3. If Adjusted by Merit Syste DATE ‘SALARY 


Increases Authorized by Fast HISTORY 
POSITION General. ‘Since SINCE 1 


Department Director 1. 40,000 7-118 1971 30,000. 
2 


Bayialen Directors 
1, Woctamen's Comp. 


2, Eoployment: Soourity * 1, 37,000 T-1-80 1971 27,000 


3. Labor Standards 1 


7821977 5,380. 


, : SALARY FOR EQUVALENT POSITIONS 
* States With States Hith Kansas City 

Fo Major = 6 Million $345 Billion | Fifty a 
x States St. Lauis Ci 
bv. Av MIT Ave 5,9 Av, HRA” AA 
4K 40,000 . 

43,000 : 

10 W,10 

#S 36,420 

Av. N/A [C/o a a N/A 

- Lome 

nL 

10 

s- 

a) Av, 43,110 vs 15,630 Av, 4,099 WA 

AK 46,060 

IL 55,300 

IO 36,900 

4S 10,75 

Av. NAR av. N/A hv. N/A Av. WA N/A 

aK 

1 

0 

s 


Ay. N/A 


8-N 


DEPARTMENT OF 


ORRENT SALURY SALARY COMPARISONS FOR EQUIVALENT POSTTICNS 
1 dobal . 
2. If Adjusted by CFI Sine 
2% 1 Adsted ty Verte by Merit Spt DATE SALIRY States With States With Kansas City 
@ ust HISIRY  Fortajor 46 Million $35 Billion Fifty Federal Private FRINGE, 
POSITION Gepere), Cheat Assay Siroe 1978 RAISE _ SINCE 1977__ Neighbors Population Buets States __ St. Lala City ____ Government. Seotar ETT: 
Camissioner 1. 40,000 11-18 19TT 0,000 Av. 52,262 Av, STAB Av. 60,541 Av. 55,200" Wh Seo, of Ed. President of ry 
2. $9,020 1978 40,000 AK 49,000 69,630 Private Institutions: 
3. 52,181 1979 40,000 IL 69,550 “ee 55,000 ~ 73,000 
1980 40,000 10 44,500 
1981 40,000 KS 46,000 
1982 40,000 
Deputy Comissioner 1. BB 19TT 0,000 Av. N/A bv. N/A Ave N/A ve WA WA Deputy Seo, Buna. Vice Pres. IN 
2. SY 1978 37,000 aK ‘of Education Private Institutions 
3. 49,745 1919 37,000 IL 663, 36,400 ~ 60,000 
1980 37,00 | 10 
1981 39,000 KS. 
1982 D775 2 
Diviston Directans : 
7. Academic Affairs 1. 36,100 1971 B,60 bv. N/A au. N/R ay. NAR av. N/A WA Deputy Under Ohief Director A 
2. 6,077 1918 31,223 AK F Secretary Private Institutions 
3. 31,812 1979 29,000 IL 52,750 3,400 ~ 54,700 
: 1960 33,150 10 ' 
1981 5,50 1S 
BH, 100 
2. Researoh and 1. 5,00 - : . 882 1977 21,000 Av. N/A bv. WA ky. N/A Ave WAR WA Deputy Under Chief Director a 
Planning 2. 43,108 ~ : 1978 23,270 AK Secretary Private Institutions 
3. Bho 1919 B,500 IL os 52,750 35,400 ~ 54,700 
1980 31,900 10 
1981 33,45 1S 
1982 35,000 
3. State Librarian 7-80 1977 21,000 Av. N/A Av. N/A Ave N/A ANA WA Deputy Under Ghtef Director ry 
bg ae - Secretary Private Institutdon 
- 52,750 00 = 54 
1960 31,288. TO” ‘ y Sot 2 im 
1961 34,108 KS 
1982 34, 104 . . 
4, Piooal Affairs 1. 3,550 W9TTN/A A. WIA ve N/A Av. N/A Ave N/A WA Deputy Under Qhlef Director a 
2. 46,084 . 1978 31,233 aK Secretary Private Institution 
3. 31,85 1919 31,233 IL i : : 52,750 3,400 ~ 54,700 
1980 36,550 10 é 
1981 36,550 KS 
36,550 
‘5. Financial Aid 1. 8,263 7-80 «1977 21,000 Av. N/A Av. N/A Ay. N/A Ave N/A NA Deputy Under Chief Director A 
2, 4,70 1978 0,19 AK Secretary Private Institution 
3. 36,520 1979 32,246 IL + 52,750 B,400 ~ 54,700 
1980 35,310 10 
1981 35,310 KS 
1962 36,263 


‘SALARY COMPARISONS FOR BQUEVALENT POSITIGNS 


URRENT SALARY. 
1. Actual 
a a aes ty @I Sime 
3. tt Adjusted ty Merit Systen DATE SALURY States With States With Kansas City 
increases Authorized by @ ust BISIRY = Four Major G6 Milli $3.5 Billi = Fifty Federal, Private 
FOSITEaN Geral famaly Sin 1978 RAISE SINCE 1977 Neighbors __Pepulation Bugets __ States St, tails City Goverment Seator 
Department: Direotor 1. 40,000 1-178 1977 30,000 Av. 39,977 Av. 38,5238 Av. 46,335 Av. 38,681 N/A uC Hb, Credit 
2. 59,020 1978, 40,000 aK 26,500 : Reg. Dir. Union Leagun 
3. 52,181 1979 0,000 IL 50,500 57,500 40,000 - 60,000 
1980 40,000 10 46,980 
1981 40,000 KS 35,923 
1982 40,000 
Deputy Dept. Dir. 1. 36,000 1981 1977 21,800 Av. N/A wy. N/A Av, N/A. HA. WA U.S, Cam. on K.C, Hunan Rights 
2. 7,920 1978 5,700 aK ; Civil Rights/ 
3. 31,230 1979 B,500 IL HUD Reg. Dir, 1» Dir. 
1980 36,000 10 500 ~ 3,600 - 52,740 
1981 37,000 «3 $1,500 
‘000 ‘ 
Diviaton Directors : . 
1. Gredit Onions 1. 30,000 1981 1977 20,550 Av. W/A dy, N/A be WA Aye WRB Qaiiman ave N/M 
2. 31,599 1978 21,375 aK ¥ Fed. Hom Bth 
\. 1919 5, btm : Loan Bork Peromtile 
1980 27,690 10 57,000 
1981 33,65 1S 
1982 9, 
2, Inewane 1. 34,000 1980 1977 5,75 av. 862. Av. N/A. WA A, N/A WA WA ave WAR 
2, 42,790 1978 29,000 AK 37,450 E : Bin 
3. B, 164 1979 Fi,440 IL 43,000 Percentile 
1980 34,000 10 32,000 
1981 3,1 XS 35,000 
1982 34,000 
3. Finance 1. 34,000 1919 1977 21,500 Av. 48,043 Av. W625 Ave 51,135 Av.50,08 —. 61,600 Wa Av. H/A 
2. 44,265 9,000 AK 46,653 ‘ WA 5th ‘ 
3. 6,35 1979 34,000 IL = N/A ane Peromtile 
1980 34,000 10 N/A 
1981 34,000 N/A 
1982 341,000 
4. Human Right's, 1. Hy 1981 1977 5,000 Av. 5,000 Av. 6,05 Av. 37,083 Av. 37,256 51,1120 WA We WA 
2. 31,192 1978 27,180 AK N/A Ly Bth 
3. 2,947 1979 30,950 IL 44,000 Percentile 
1980 33,000 10 28,950 
1981 35,450 “KS 32,050 © 
34,000 
5. Savings & Loan 1. BY . 19811977 24,580 Av. “N/A Av. N/A Av. WR ve WR aA Dep. Dir. tv. HA 
2. 3,937 1978 23,000 aK Nat. Credit 75th 
3. B,o14 1919 27,000 IL Union Ada. Percentile 
1980 29,760 10 ‘41,000 ~ 
1981 32,000 #S 51,500 
1982 32,000 . 
6. Community and 1. Hy 19TT 5,000 Av. 38,606 Av. 42,975. Av. 45,268 Av. 41,284 49,500 Fed. Ins, be N/R 
tz Poonanig Develogment 2. 40,134 1918 27,200 aK 41,175 . 39,650 Ads. Dir, Bth 
$ 3. 33,019 1979 29,950 IL 44,000 51,500 Percentile 
- 1980 34,000 10 34,050 
1981 39,950. KS 36,000 


BENEFITS: 


OI-N 


QRRENT SALRY : SALARY COMPARISONS ECR EQUIVALENT POSITIONS 


T dott 
2. If Adjusted by CPE Since . 
3. If Adjusted by Merit Systen DATE SALARY States With States With * Kansas City -: 
Tnereases Authorized by ust wISWRY Four Major = 4-6 Million $3.5 Billion. Fifty ant * Federal Private FRINGE 
Postriay General Assenbly Since 1978 RAISE SINCE 197 _Netahbors Population Bigets States St. Louis City Government Sector BENEFITS 
1. Tonks 1. 34,000 1981 1977 22,010 Av. 31,720 ‘hv..31,3% Av. 40,204 Av. 36,057 - 52,800 Asst. Soo. K.C. Convention A 
2. 36,592 1978 24,800 AK 33,250 * 2 38,668 Towisn Director 
3. 30,159 1919 29,580 IL 39,00 ~ : Meg. Sr. Exeo. 37,000 ~ 42,000 
1980 31,35 10 30,860 > : i 56,945 ~ 58,500 
1981 34,000 23,770 
‘982 34,000 
8. Arts Council 1. 29,000 98 1977 5,0 Av. N/A Av. N/R. N/A ove N/A WA Nat. Endoment Mid-dmorica Arts rN 
2. 28,920 1918 19,600 | ak on Arts ~ Dir, Alliance Exoo, Dir. 
3. 23,962 1919 0,400 IL 48,555 ~ 56,643 54,000 
198 24, 10 
1981 31,970 3S. 
a, 
9. Professional 1. 29,000 19811977 23,400 Av. N/A Av. N/R Ay, N/A Aye Cn) Wy. N/A A 
Registration 2. 36,028 1978 aia15 AK . 5 Bth 
3. 29,699 1919 4,975 IL Percentile 
19 H,95 10 
1981 31,485 KS : 
23,000 
10. Operations 19811977 24,100 Av. N/A Av. N/A ove WA Av, N/R WA WA tv. 
1918 5,000 AK Bn mA i 
1979 30,340 IL Percentile 
1980 33,930 10 7 
1981 34,000 KS. 
1982 34,000 
Vi, Missouri Housing 1. 47,500 1971 29,060 Av. N/A Av. N/A. bye N/A ov. WB Wh N/A Av. N/A A 
Development Cam, 2 11.613 1918 2,300 aK Btn 
3. B, 1979 F100 IL 
1980 4,700 10 
1981 37,400 
1982 47,500 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


RABI SARY SALARY COMPARISONS FOR EQUIVALENT POSITIONS 

1 Aotual 

2, If Adjusted by CFE Since 

3. If Adjusted by Merit System’ DATE suay States With States With Kansas City 

Increases Authorized by @Pusst WISMRY = FarMajor = 46 Million $35 Billion Fifty and 

PostTigl General Assenbly Since 1978 RAISE SINCE 1977 __ Neighbors _Popuilaticn Buigets States _St. Layla City Goverment: Sector 
Department: Direotor 1. 40,000 11-78 1977 30,000 Av. 41,791 Av. 16,664 Av. 48,388 Ay. 4,513 N/A Seoretary of Ag. Av. 

2. 58,020 1978 40,000 ak 42,592 

3. 52,181 1979 40,000 IL 43,000 


1980 40,000 10 3,600 
1981 40,000 KS 45,972 


Deputy Dept. Direotor 1. 37,000 T1-82 1977 2,000 Av. N/A wv. WA oe WAY WA 


Division Directors: 
1, <Anioal Health J, 1,000 TIO 1917 3,00 Wh > ly, N/R ve N/A AeA czy 


2. Plant Industries 1. 38,000 T-1-80 1977 23,000 Av. N/A Av. N/A Avy. N/A Ay. N/A nA 


TIN 


DEPARTYENT CF MATCULTURE (Continued) 


CURRENT SALARY 
1. hotual 
2. If Adjusted by CPI Since 
1978 


3. 


* A residence 4g provided on the Fairgrounds the for Fair Director as a part of inddnd benefit. 


be 


tI-N 


State Fair 


Mork, 


Grain Inspector 


“Vetghts ond 


‘State Mik Board 


3. Tf Adjusted by Merit Systen DATE 


‘SALARY 


Increases Authorized by @ ust — aisioy 

General. i RAISE SINE 1 
1. 21,000 281 "1977 19,473 
2. 31,605 1978 21,420 
3. 25,131 1919 26,000 
1980 26,000 
1981 27,000 
1982 27,000 

1. Hi,000 T1819 - 
2, B,363 1978 26,000 
3. 31,599 979 32,860 
1980 34,000 
1981 34,000 
1982 34,000 
1. 31,000 71-80 1977 23,000 
2, B,363 ‘1978 25,000 
3. 31,590 1979 32,856 
1980 34,000 
1981 34,000 
1982 31,000 
1. 34,000 7-1-80 1977 23,000 
2. B33 1978 26,000 
3. 31,590 1979 32,860 
1980 34,000 
1981 34,000 
1982 34,000 


1 aa 
2. N/A 
3. 32,58 


T-1-82 


1977 N/A 
1978 N/A 
1979 N/A 
1980 N/A 
1981 N/A 
1982 24,415 


GSHRE 


WA 


NA 


NAR 


WA 


ay. 


Av. 


av. 


NA 


WA 


N/A 


WA 


States With Kansas City : 

935 Billion Fifty and Federal Private 

Budgets States St. Louis Government Sector 

Av N/A. WA Asst. Seo. av. N/A 
Of Ag. Bth 

58,500 Percentile 

“Ave WA Ave WR LZ Asst. Seo. Av. N/A 
of Ag. Bth 

$8,500 Peroentile 

Av. N/A ov, N/A WA Asst. Seo, av. N/A 
of Ag. Bth 

58,500 Percentile 

av, N/A hv. N/A N/A Asst. Soo, Ay. N/A 
of Ag. Bth 

58,500 Percentile 

Av. N/A Ay. N/A WA Asst. Seo, Av. N/A 
of Ag. Bth 

58,500 Peromtile 


GRRENT SALARY SALARY COMPARISONS FOR EQUIVALENT POSETIQNS. 


1 dobual, 
Es Xf Aaytos by CPE Since 
+ 3 Tf Adjusted ty Merit System DATE SALARY States With States With Kansas City 
" Tnereases Authorized by @P ust HISMRY FourMajor = 46 Million $3.5 Billion Fifty and” 
POSTTIGH __ General Assenbly Since 1978 RAISE _SINCE 1977 __Neighbors Population Budgets _States__St. Louts City _ Government. Sector 
Department Director 1. 40,000 11-78 = 1977 D000 Av. 42,555 ‘Av. 44,556 Av. 49,559 Av. 46,368 N/A His 
2. 99,020 1978 40,000 AK 39,200 7 
3. 52, 181 1979 40,000 IL 46,000 . : 
1980 40,000 10 48,470 
1981 40,000 KS 36,550" 
‘1982 40,000 
* Deputy Dept. Director 1, 37,000 7-80 9TT N/A ove WAR Ave N/A hy, WA, W/R WA Asst. Seo. HIS Av. 
2. NAA 8 N/A AK 
3. WA 919 H,52 Ib 
1980 37,000 10 
1981 37,000 KS 
1982 37,000 
Division Direstors, 
Family Services 780 «1977 5,937 Av. 4,936 Av, 4,965 av. 16,756 Av. 47,05 49,500 
1978 34,000 AK N/A” 42,666 


1982 34,000 
Aging 1. 38,000 7-80 19TT WA ov. NA Ave WA ly, N/R oy. N/A wa 
2. N/A WB N/A OK : 
3. N/A 1979 1,000 IL 
1980 34,000 10 
1981 34,000 KS 
1982 34,000 
General Counsel 1. 34,000 7-80 1977 N/A av. N/A av. N/A ov, WR, NA N/A 
2. N/A 1978 N/A AK 
3. N/A 1979 32,000 IL 
1980 34,000 10 
1981 34,000 KS 
1982 34,000 
Youth Services 4. 31,000 7-80 1977 21,900 Av. N/A Av. N/A Ave N/A ve NB N/A 
2. Wk tT7 1978 29,900 AK “Ss 
3. B26 1979 33,920 11. 
1980 33,920 10 
1981 33,920 KS 
1982 34,000 


f_information provided ty Department: of Social Services. 


1 
~ 
wo 


DEPATTYENT GF SOCIAL SERVLOES (Continued) 


3. If Adjusted by Merit System 
: Tnoreases Authorized by 
POsmmma __Generel Asseably Since 1978 


Health 


3. B,619 


1. 34,000 
2, W/A 
3. N/A 


[x 


GRRENT SALARY 
Actual 


DATE. 
@ ust 


States With 
4-6 MiLMon 


Population 


SALARY COMPARISONS FOR BQULVALENT POSITIONS 


States With 
$35 Billion Fifty 
Buigsts States _St. Louis City 


Kansas City 
and 


1-80 


T40 


Te 


To 


WA 


WAAL 


WA 


w/A 


Av. 95,713 


dv. 


WA 


N/A 


N/A 


WA 


WA 


‘Av. 58,185 Av. 54,091 61,560 
53,15 


be WA. WW 


Av. N/A Ay. N/R NAA 


Av. N/A Av. N/A N/A 


946,685 ~ Bh 


DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION 


GURRENT SALARY 
ictal 


If Adjusted by CPI Sime 
1978 


SALARY COMPARESONS ECR EQUIVALENT POSITIGNS: 


3. If Adjusted by Herit Systen DATE SALARY States With, States With Konsas City : 
Trereases Authorized by @ust w#ISWRY = Four Major = 6 Million $3.5 Billion Fifty and Federal Private 
POSITION General Assenbly Sine 1978 RAISE __SINCE 1977 _ Neighbors Population * Budgets __States__ St. Louis Goverment, Sector 
Department Director 1. 52,000 782 197 HOW Av. F1,75 Av. WAMO5 Av. H,220 Av. 40,670 N/A “Dir. Fish& Av. N/A 
2. 65,636 1978 Wi,WB’ AK 40,000, ife Bth 
3. 53,616 1979 48,000 IL 43,000 67,500 Peromtile 
1980 48,000 10 34,050 
1981 48,000 33,850 
‘1982 52,000 : 
Deputy Director (2) 1. 45,544 7-82 1977 29,400 Av. N/A Av. N/A Ay. N/A Ave N/R WA "Asst. Dir. tw. OWA 
45,612 B,10 AK $58,500 Bh 
2. 52,65 1979 8,750 IL Percentile 
3. 43,7 1960 43,140 10 
1981 43, 140 
1982 16,612 7 
7-82, 1977 AWW Av. N/R Ave WA hve N/A, N/A WA "Onief, Wildlife Av. N/A 
1918 21,300 aK Research Bh 
1919 D4. IL $67,500 Peromtile 
4960 33,000 10 
“ 1981 33,000 ES 
1982 31,272 :. 
2. Protection 1. 33,456 The 1971 B 550 bv. N/A Av, WA hye N/A ay, WA “Cntef, Law ty. N/A 
2. 37,433 1918 5,370 AK Enforeanent ph 
3. 30,837 1979 29,675 IL 
1980 32,195 10 
1981 32,195 IS 
1982 33,456. : 
3. Pishertes 1. 3,272 7-82 1977 27,800 Av. N/A av. WA Ave N/A av. N/R N/A “Biologist tv. N/A 
2. 31433 1978 5,360 aK 67,50, Bth 
3. 30,826 1979 B,260 IL Percentile 
1980 33,000 10 
1981 33,000 KS 
1982 4,272 
4. Forestry 1. 35,100 7-82 1977 Ai, Av. N/A Av. N/A avy. N/A ay. WAR NAA “Forest Sup. Av. N/A 
2. 40,261 1978 27,300 aK 87,500 - Bth 
3. 33,137 1979 31,164 IL Percentile 
1980 33,800 10 
1981 33,800 KS. 
1982 3, 100 


* U.S, Fish and Wildlife Service 


"* Source: U.S. Forest Service 


ST-N 


SALARY COMPARISONS FOR EQUIVALENT POSITIONS 


1978 . ; : 
. 3. If Adjusted by Merit System DATE SALARY States With States With Konsas City 
Increases Authorized by @ ast HISTORY 46 Million $35 Billion Fifty and Federal, Private FRINGE 
postr General Assecbly Since 1978 RAISE __ SINCE 1977 Population ___Burgets _States St. Louis City _Govermant_Seator___BENEFITS_ 
Department: Director 1. 40,000 "1971 N/A Av. W646 ° Av. W9,H09 Av. 47,543 NA Federal Burean Av. N/A A 
2. N/A 19978 N/A ‘ penal Bth 
3. N/A 1919 N/A #8 * Rereentile 
1980 N/A ied 
1981 N/A 
1982 40,000 
Diviaton : 
‘daninistration 1. 34,000 1ST B,000 Av. N/A Av. N/A Ay. N/A Ay. A WA Fedoral Bureaa Av, N/A A 
2. 7, 186. . 1978 31,980 AK Of Prisons ‘Bth 
3. B75 1979 4,000 IL $58,500 Percentile 
: 1980 34,000 10 Asst, ES 
1981 34,000 KS 
34,000 
‘Adult, Insti butions 1. 31,000 19TT N/A oy. N/A hve N/A Ave WA ve NA Wk Federal Bureau Av. N/A A 
2. N/A 198 N/A OAK of Prisons Bh 
3. N/A 199 N/A OIL 68,500 Percentile 
198 N/A 10 Asst, ES} 
1981. N/A OS 
1982 34,000 


The Division of Corrections 42s a part of the Department of Social Services from 1974 to Septenber 28, 1981 ven it becane a separate department. During that 
* period the only salary involved for eppointed positions vas that of the Division Director. 


STN 


eerre we mere ny ouenL eaneie 


GURRENT SALARY a, SALARY COMPARISONS POR BOULVALANT POSITIONS 
1. Aotual 
2 = Adjusted by CPL Since 
1 ‘ ~ 
3. If Adjusted by Herit Systen DATE sauany States With States With Kansas City 
Four Major = NG Million $35 Billion Fifty and 
Neighbors Population __—Buzets _ States __St. Louis City _ Goverment, Sector * 
‘Av. 53,098 Av. 9,87) av. 50,009 Av. W377 N/A 
‘Ak 48, 150 
XL 58,000 
TO 48,200 
58,045 
Av. N/R Av. N/A lv. WA av. OW/K WA 
x * 
IL 
To 
is 
Instruction — 1. ANNI Tl-2 1977 BOW Av. N/A Av. N/A Av. N/A Ave N/A WA 
2. 38,107 1978 32,004 AK 
3. By7H 1919 5,38 IL 
B 10 
1981 8,508 KS 
1982 1,412 
Career and Adult 1. M1, 18 7-71-82 1977 B64 Ave N/A Ave N/A Av. N/A hve N/R nA 
2. 48,107 1978 32,004 AK 
3. B74 1979 3B Ik 
1980 8,508 10 
1981 8,508 
1982 41, 148 
Vocational 1. 44, 148 T-1-82 1977 B,380 Av. N/A Av. WA” oy, N/R, WAN 
Rebabilitation 2. 46,920 1978 31,600 AK 
3. B,499 1979 BH, 10 IL 
1980 8,56 10 
1981 38,256 KS 
1982 41,148 
‘Administration 11,18 1-B2 1977 B,80 Av. N/A ave WA Aye N/A AVE N/A WA 
.. 46,920 1978 31,600 AK 
3. B,499 1919 B, 100 IL 
198 8,256 10 
1981 38,256 ES 
1982 41, 48 
Urban and Teacher 1. 40,560 T--82 1977 8,380 Av. N/A Avy WA Ave N/R, N/A 
2. 46,920 1978 31,800 Ak : A 
3 B,499 1979 33,756 IL 
1980 37,704 10 
1981 37,704 xS 
1982 40,560 
‘Special. Edunation 1. 4a, 148 7-1-2 1971 B80 Av. WA Av, N/A Av. N/A Av. N/A WA 
2. 46,920 1978 31,800 AK . 
2 3. B,499 1979 B, wo IL 
a 1980 8,56 10 
ol 1981 $,56 1S 


SALARY COMPARISONS FOR EQUIVALENT POSITLONS 


‘States With States With — City 
46 MiLion $35 Billion Fifty Federal Private FRINGE 
Pogilation Byigets States St. tats City | Goverment Seotor BENEFITS 
"Department, Director 1. 68,124 T-1-82 1971 B,000 Av. 51,992 Av. 57,609 Av. 60,539 Av. 54,427 WA Dir. Hat, Inst. Adwinistrator 
2. 95,331 1978 40,000 AK 60,060 for Mental Bames Hospital: 
3. 52, 181 1979 40,000 XL 52,000 Health $5,500 - 150,000 
1980 40,000 10 48,467 57,500 ~ Quiet Exeo, Officer 
1981 40,000 47,300 67,600. ‘St. Louis Uni. Hospital 
1982 68, 121 ‘ 80,000 ~ 110,000 
Deputy Dept. Director 1. 37,800 F182 19TT 3,312 «Ave W/A Av. N/A ove N/A, WA NA Defuty Dir. for Hospital 
‘Adainistration 2. 49,178 1978 32,316 AK Administration 40,504 ~ 53,748 
3. B16 1979 31,260 TL . is 
1980 6,8 10 y 48,500 ~ 57,500 
1981 $838 KS F 
1982 31, : 
Deputy Dopt, Director 1. 30,000 1977 N/A ov. N/A ay. N/A ay. N/A ky. WR WA Div. Dir. gv. NAR 
Comunity Placetent. 2.8 1978 N/A OK . om Toth 
and Licensing 3. WA 1979 N/A IL , Percentile 
1980 2,652 10 
1981 31,008 1S 
1982 33,000 
Deputy Dept. Director 1. 37,000 New 1977 N/A vA dv. Nv. WR, WA. tim Div. Dir. tye WR 
Plaming and Evaluation 2. N/A Position 1978 N/A AK ms 7th 
3. N/A 1979 N/A, IL 58,500 Percentile 
1980 N/A” 10 
1981 37,000 KS 
1982 37,000 


* Salary of Department Director is sat by the Mental Health Commission 


I 
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DEPARTMENT OF MENTAL HEALTH (Continued) 


GRRENT SALRY : SALARY COMPARISONS FOR EQUIVALENT POSITIONS 


TT Aotual 
2, If Adjusted by CA Sime 
1978 


3. If Adjusted ty Merit System DATE States With States With Kansas City 
Increases Authorized by @ ust HS'Million $35 Billion Fifty and Federal Private FINE 
POST’ General Assenbly Since 1976 ___ RAISE Popilation ___ Bets _States __St, Lauts City Goverment Sector EAT 
Deputy Dept. Dir. 1. 38,200 : qo1-82 av N/A kv, W/o, WA Div. Dir. Barnes Hospital nN 
Manpower Management = 2. N/A ms Div. of Human 
3. N/A 58,500 Resources 
45,000 
Diyiston Directors Biv. Dir. NA A 
‘Alcohol. & Drug Abuse 1. 3,000 rT av. N/A” Aye HA Ave N/A WA HS 
2. H,205 58,500 
3. B, 36 
Diy. Dir. Dir. St, Louis a 
“Mental Retardation 1. 16,000 11-15-60 tv. WA hve N/A Ay, WR WA Assn. of Retired 
Developmental, 2. 52,358 58,500 Citizens 
Disebilities ” 3. 2,892 B20 
Div. Dir. Exec. Dir. ry 
“Comprehensive 1. 63,700 1982 wv. WA Ave N/A Ave WA ws Comm. Mental 
Paychiatric Services 2. N/A 58,500 Health Centers 
3. N/A 46,788 ~ 69,174 


1982 63,700 


“With the approval fran legislature and concurrence of the Office of Administration, salaries for Mental Retardation-Developsental Disabilities and Comprehensive 
Psychiatric Services Division Directors were allowed to exceed salary guidelines for Division Directors in the Department. 


DEPARTMENT CF HIGHWAYS AD TRANSPORTATION 


SALARY COMPARISONS FOR EQUIVALENT POSITEQNS 


QURRENT SALARY. 
1 total 
1 Aajusta by CPL Sire 
3. If Adjusted ty Merit System DATE = SALARY States With States With Kansas City 2 . 
Tnoreases Authorized by PLAST HISTORY = Four Major = N-6 Million $35 Billion Fifty and Federal Private FRING 
Posrrsat General Assembly Since 1978 RAISE SINCE 197 Neighbors Population" Bxigets _States St. Louts City Goverment‘ Seotar PENEFITS 
Qhief Enginoor 1. 48,816 71-82 1977 30,000 Av. 51,231 Av. 53,783 Av. 51,156 Av. 47,900 (61,200 Ria ye OWA sé 
2, 59,020 1978 40,000 AK 57,270 . 47,000 Reg. Aduin, 75th 
3. 52,181 1979 40,000 IL 52,000 5500 Percentile 
1980 40,000 10 48,470 
1981 47,500 «S47, 185 
. 1982 46,816 
Asst. Qhlef Engineer 1. 41,016 T-82 1971 B50. WA Av. N/A Ay. NARA. N/A WA Rim” Ave N/M c 
2. 50,462 : 1978 34,200 aK Div, Admin, 75th 
3. 41,361 1979 37,000 IL 57,500 Percentile 
1980 37,000 10 
1981 9,775 KS 
1982 41,016 
Asst. Qilef Brginoor T1482 81977 21,912 Av. N/A Ave HA Ay. N/A hye WAR NA Ribs Ave N/A c 
Planning and Design . 1978 32,080 AK ; Asst. Div. Adm. 75th 
: 1979 34,000 IL 53,661 Peroentile 
6,550 10 
1981 37,752 1S 
1982 B, 163 
Asst. Chiof Engineer: 1. 38, 163, Ti82 1977 912. WA ol, WR, N/A, WA in, Ave AA fs 
Operations 2. MT,205 1978 32,040 Ak " ‘Asst. Div. Bh 
3. 8,785 1979 31,000 IL 53,661 Percentile 
1980 35,550 10 : é 
1981 37,752 KS 
1982 3, 163 


" Division Qhiefs' salary history reflects the top of the ranges provided by Missouri Department. of Highsays and Transportation. 
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UEPATTMENT OF HIGHWAYS AID TRANSPORTATION (Contimed) 


1978 
3. If Adjusted by Merit Systen DATE 


by 


@ ust 


‘SALARY 
HISTORY 


SALARY COMPARISONS POR BQUIVALANT POSITIONS 


Four Major 


States With 
Population 


States Rith 
46 Million 35 BiLLion 
Budgets 


Chief Legal Counsel, 


Diviston Direators: 
1. Accounting 


3. Equipment: and 
Proourement, 


T@-N 


Tnereases Authorized 
General Assenbly Since 1978 "RAISE __SINCE 1977 _ Neighbors. 


11-42 


7-1-82 


T-1-82 


“Tote 


WA 


N/A 


NA 


N/a 


Av. R/A 


Ave WA 


Av. W/A 


Av. N/A 


ave 


ay. 


Aye 


ay. 


WA 


N/A 


N/A 


WA 


* ave 


Av. 


ave 


NA 


N/A 


WA 


NA 


N/A 


NA 


WA 


Ly 


N/A 


DEPARTYENT OF HIGHWAYS AND TRANSPORTATION (Continued) 
SALARY COMPARISONS FOR EQUIVALENT POSITIONS 


GRRENT SALIRY 
1. Aouad 


2. If Adjusted by OPI Since 


1978 
3. If Adjusted by Merit Systen DATE SALARY States With — States With Kansas City 


Increases Authorized by @ ust HISWRY = Four Major =H Million $3-5 Billion Fifty and 
4 RAISE SINCE 1977 __Nefstbors Population Buigets States _ St. Louts City Goverment Sector 
4, Buildings 1. 36,550 T1482 197] AN,9I2 Av, WA Av, WA hve WA oA. NVA N/A czy av, WAR 
2. M1205 1978 32,080 “AK : z 5th 
3. 38,7 1979 1,000 IL Percentile 
1980 36,550 10 
1981 31,752 
1982 36,550 
5. Data Processing, 1, 2,748 T-V-82 1977 2,912 Av. BA av. WA ly. N/A oly. N/A ry ye WA 
2. M1215 1978 32,010 AK : Btn 
3. 8,78 1979 H1,000 IL Perventile 
1980 36,550 10 
1981 37,752 1S 
1982, 29, 748. 
6, Internal Review T1-62 1971 24,912 Av. WA av, Woy, N/K ov, NN N/A n”~A Av. N/A 
Audits & Systems 1978 32,080 AK Bth 
1979 1,000 TL Percentile 
1980 36,550 10 
1981 37,752 
she 2,032 
7. Maintenance and 1. 36,550 Tree 1977 912. WA Avy. N/A Ave N/A hve WN N/A WA wy. N/A 
‘Traffic 2. 41,205 1978 32,010 AK Btn 
3. B,785 1979 F1,000 IL Porventile 
‘B,550 10- 
1981 37,752 KS 
By; 


e-N 


NEPAMENT CF HIGHS AD TRANSFORTATION (Continued) 


Oren suAY = 
1. dott 
2, If Adjusted by OPE Sire 
3. If Adjusted ty Merit System DATE = SULARY . States With States bith Konsaé City 
5 Trorenses Authorized by ust WIRY = For Major §=— HG Hilton $3.5 Billion Fifty and Federal Private Fae 
pOsITIGl Since 1978 _RAISE __SINOE 1977 __ Neighbors Population _Bxgets __ States _St. Louis City Goverment, Sector BENEFITS 
8. Persomnel 1. 33,110 T8297 24,912 Av. N/A ave WA Ave WAY nA czy ave HA e 
2. W205 1978 2,00 aK es 75th 
3. B 1979 3,000 IL Percentile 
1980 3,550 10 
1981 31,752 3 
1982 3,110 
9. Planning: 1. 36,550 T8297 912 av. NA Av. HA Av. a wa wa av. M/A © 
. 2. 205 1978 32,010 AK : Bin 
2. B16 ¥,000 IL. Percentile 
8 %,550 10 
1981 37,752 KS 
Es . f 
10, Surveys and Plans 1. 36,550 T8291 B,912 Av. WA av. N/K ave WR tv wa wa tv. W/A © 
1,215 1978 32,080 ak Bh 
3. 8,786 1979 34,000 IL Percentile 
550 10 
1981 7,752 KS 
1982 36,550 
11. Materials & Research 1. 35,560, T8297 W912 Av. WA a a 7 Y wa ua ave WA © 
» 2. W1,20* R, aK ‘ Bh 
3. B75 1979 F000 Ik. Percentile 
198 3,550 10 
1981 Ets s . 2 


E@-N 


DEPRTHENT OF HIGINAYS AD TRASHORTATION (Continued) 


ORRBT SAY aS ____SALANY COMPARISONS PUR EQUIVALENT POSTTIORS: 
1, dob : 
ae 1 Adhsted ty CP Sinoe : 
3. Tf Adjusted ty Merit Syston DATE = SALARY States With — States With ~ Kansas City 
Troreases futhorized by @ust wISWAY forMajr 46 Hilon «= 3-5 Billion Fifty * and 
post RAISE _ DME 197] Neighbors _ Population ___Fixigets __ States St. Luts City __Goverrment, __ Sector ___‘ BENEFITS _ 
12. Public Informtion — 1. 33,110 T1482 1977 24,912 Av. WA ave N/R av. N/R Ave WA WA * 
2. 41,215 1978 32,040 AK 7 
3. 8,706 1979 4,000 IL 
1980 %,550 10 
1981 37,752 1S 
1982 33,110 
13. Right of Wey 1. 33,10 Tr82 1977 2,912 av. WA [Ca /  ( Y wa 
2. 1,205 . 1978 2,010 aK ‘ 
3. 3,785 1979 34,000 IL 
‘ 1980 550 10 
1981 31,752 1S 
1982 33,110 
V4. Transportation 1. 32,08 F182 1977 912 av. WR ave NA ye NR av. WA wa 
2. 205 1978 32,00 ak 
3. 1979 Fi,0o0 TL 
1980 36,550 10 
1981 31,752 KS 
1982 32, 148 


YenN 


1. dotual — 
2. Te aagistoa ty I Since 
: 3+ If Adpusted ty Merit Systen = DATE SALARY States With States Mth Fane Gy 
Tnoreases Authorized by @ ust BESTORY = Four Major, = H-6 Hillicn $35 Billion Fifty Federal Private 
forri_.__—Gwe fanaty Sine m8 “MIS SOE 7T_Neigters Flaten Busts States _ St tails iy Goverment _Sactar 
Departaent Director 1. 40,000 +78 1971 BD, ‘Av. 43,702 fv. 46,712 Av. 47,681 Av. 15,548 aA Seo. of av. N/A 
5 2. 2,020 _ 198 Ak 38,05 C pee 1 Bn 
3. 52,181 1. 46,000 8,630 + Percentile 
10 43,600 
iS 47,165 
Deputy Dept. Direotar . 1, 3,000 +8 av. N/A ave Wh lv, Roy. NB wa Asst. Seo. of Av. W/A 
2. my aK 2 Treasury Bth 
3. 3B, 35 = 58,500 Percentile 
ry 
Batoa = 1. n00 e178 “ave WA Wye Whe Wo WW Div. Dir, vs W/A 
2 Wh x ; 7 Bth 
2 WA . 58,500 Percentile 
I 
s 
na 
Hotor Vehtole and 1. 34,000 71-82 av. WA wv. WA ove W/L WA wa Div. Dir, iw. WA 
Lfoonating 2) 3,306 1K Treasury Bin 
3. BSS = 58,500 Percentile 
s 
Adaintstration 1. 31,000 71-462 bv. WA VA) WA Diy. Dir, ave WAM 
‘ 2. 81,506 aK 7 . Treasuy . Bh 
3. B92 It 58,500 Percentile 
to 
is . 
Compliance 1. 34,000 q1-8e av. N/A Ave WA oy, H/o. ry Div. Dir. we. Wh 
2. 50,67 aK ane . Treasury Bth 
3. 44,681 iL 58,500 Percentile 
to - 
: is 
‘Taxation 1-182 Av. N/A “awe WA” Ave” N/R Ave BY. WA Div. Dir, ave N/A 
AK Treasury Bh 
IL 58,500 Percentile 
to . 
Ss 


S@-N 


GRRENT SAURY : 


SALAAY COMPARISONS FUR EQUEVALENT POSITIONS 


a Sa OTS FOR fosmias 
17 debe 
2. Uf Adjusted by OF Sime 
3. Te Adjustod ty Yorit Syston DAE SALARY . States lath States ‘ith “ars City 


Tnoreases Authorized by @ust wIStY ForMajor 46 Million “$3-5 Billion Fifty 


fora _Goneral, Asoesbly Since 1978 _RAISE_SDICE 1977 _Wétgtbors_-__Pepulation Duta” States Se, Las Gey 


Coaaisstoner 1. 40,000 1-78 1977 9,000 Av. 48,180 Av. 51,660 Av. 52,9 Av. 50,645. 70,980 
2. 99,020 1978 %0,000 ak 48,850 ~ : . 51,60 
3. 52,181 1979 40,000 IL 45,000 


1-78 1977 5,400 ty. N/A Avy, 57,660 
x . wa 


Division Directors 


1, Accounting 1. 4,000 Tr 624 av. 46,760 Av, 43,300 Av. 39,630 Av. -H2,551 WA 
2 . ° 


2, Budget and Planing — 1. 38,000 . THI8 1977 B,932 Av. 43,715 Av, M6945 av. 50,500 Av. 47,743 (61,800 
2. 50,167 1978 1,000 aK 3,360 7 wa 


| St-N 


GFEIGE OF WHNISTRATICN (Continued) 


GRRE SMARY __SALARY COMPARISONS POI EQUIVALENT POSITIONS 
1 dotual 
2 I¢ if Adjistoa ty GI Sire 7 
2 Teka by Hert ‘Syste DATE SALARY States With — States Mith Korons City 
Tnoreeses Authorized by @ust wIsTRY = Four Major = 6 MiDLicn $35 Billion Fifty Federal Private 


jour, ____* Gan Assay Sinn wid ‘HMISE SMG? 1971_Noleibors”__Foplation ates” Stabda st La ity Gxermmnt __Seator aUEITS 


3. Design & Construction 1. 34,000 THB 1977 B,932 Av. HA av. N/A ay. N/R Ay. N/A 61,200 Deputy Asst. av. N/A 
2. 50,167 : 1978 31,000 ak : 45,890 Director 08 = F5th 
3. a 1979 1,000 IL : $68,500 Percentile 
1980 31,000 10 
1981 34,000 #S ‘ 
1982 31,000 . 
4, EDP Coordination 1. 34000 + TTB 1977 27,624 av. 16,35 vs 13,685 Av. 43,375 Av, 43,622 wa Deputy Asst. av. $70,800 
2. 50; 167 1978 1,000 AK 44,100 Director G48 = 75th «= 480,300 
3. 444 1919 4,000 TL 47,540 968,500 
1980 1,000 10 41,290 ‘Top Data Processing 
1981 34,000 KS 52,550 Brsoutive 
1982 34,000 
5. PLight.Operations 1. 3,000 71-8 1977 188 av. WA Ay. Wh tv. WR, WR wa wv. WA 
2. 50,161 1978 3,996 AK ¢ , Bh 
3. 07 1919 3,996 IL 2 ; : Percentile 
. 1980 33,996 10 
1981 33,996 KS. 
3: 
6, Coneral Services 1. 2,952 7-1-8297 WA. - Av. 42,825 Av. 43,280 Av. 43, 148 Ww Deputy Asst. Av. W/A 
2. W/L 178 WA MK ON/A . Director OH8 = 75th 
3. M/A 1979 WA IL N/A ‘i 968,500 Percentile 


L2-n- 


Kansas City 
and 


States 


$35 Billion Fifty 


SKE 197] __ Mesghbors. Population __Budgets 


____ SALARY OCPARTSONS FOR EOE VALENT POSITIONS 
States With States bith 


4-6 Miidton 


Four Va jor 


‘SALARY 
@ust = sistRyY 


Date 
RAISE 


3. Tf Adjusted by Marit System 
Increases uthorized by 
FS 


Federal 
St, Loufs City _Goveryment_ 


FAS8S 
242290 


PECEEE 


g38 


6. Purohasing 


y-28 | 


4a the date an vhich the mat ‘recent raise was given to the compont of the poaition, not necessarily to the porson in 


The sauce for silaries reported in the Tet far na Sa Ba ofthe Staten (me Gana of Sata Goren, 1982), 
Section U2, Table 13, © ce Metal retin Officials: sual Salaries," pages 163-167. The Fipwes reflect actual 
te 1981. “Avorage” refers to the arithmatical man 


posdeerg et horigy Peeoeny Laiisiona, Maryland, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Missouri, North Carolina, Tennessee, 


Virginia, Washington, Wisconsin scoording to eatimites of 1982 population published by the U.S. Barca of the Consus 
Botimates of Population of States (7/1/82). Hissouri's 1981 population 1a estimated at 8,991,000. 
The states ore Alatom, Alaa, Comectiout, Goongta, Indlam, Kontuxiy, Loutatam, Huryland, Minnesota, Hissou, North 
Garcline, Gdahom, Oregon, Temesseo, Virginia, Washington ard Wisconaln according to Back of the States, 1982-8: 


+ ‘The Fifty-otate averages are computed by the Hissourt Office of Aduintatration. - 
Se hese ctty salaries‘are actual and reflect increses effective on 12-1-82. Kansas City salaries are achual and current a3 
1-1-82. "figwes compiled ty tho Hast OfYioe of Adolalatration fraa St. Lots City 


ort Fares Chig Doar’ of ere 7 
Salaries shan are current as of. 13-1-£2. Source; Salaries and Allownes, trelixsotive Bramh (the Library of Congress) 
‘Figures sham are reported in 4.3. Hensen, Inc., Finance, sooonting, and Legal Compensation, 1982 and reflect 
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(a) 


* Salary 19 determined by taking 


() 


Holidays 


WW paid holidays plus any 
primary election day or 
any general. state election 
day. 


Botiresent 


Paid by state. Benefits are based 
on salary and length of service. 


1 VMS of average earnings 
(computed by averaging 36 con- 
aeoutive months of service at 
highest earnings) and miltiply~ 
ing by number of years and months 
of personal service 


Eligibility for fl) retiremont 
4s 15 years of service and age 
60, Barly retirement oan bo 
attained at age 55 with 15 years 
of service but with reduced ~ 
benefits, Exployse 1s vested 
after 10 years of service uith 
benefits deferred until age 65 
Af ho terminates employment. 


Retirement 


Paid by state. Benefits are based = “+ 
on salary and length of service. 
Salary 1s deterained by taking - 

1 VNB of average earnings 

(computed by averaging 36 con- 
secutive months of service at 

highest earnings) and mltiply- 

ing by number of years and months 

of personal service. Elected officials 
are vested imediately at beginning 

of term of office. 


FRINGE BENEFITS F 


Vacation 


10 hours earned for 

each aonth of service. 
After 10 years, employee 
earn’ 12 hours and after 
15 years, 14 hours are - 
earned. Vacation time can 
be accummilated up to 
that earned in 2 calendar 


service 13 allowed 


years, Accumated leave for each 64 daya 
WILL be patd upoa termina~ unused sok leave 
ton of exployaent. in computing years 
. of service for ” 
rotirosent benefits, 
Vacation Sick Leave’ 
Sami as above Sane as above. 


‘Insurance 


Health ~ Paid by atate. Basic 
Plan and Major Medical (soe 

attached brochure). Employes 
can enroll family for $78.00 


“por month or $24 1f both are 


eaployed by the state. 


- Life - Paid by state. Coverage 


dopends on length of service: 
6 months ~ $1,000 up to $5,000 
for over 5 yeura of service. 
State of fera an optional pro- 
gram for loy premium (see 
attached brochure). 
Disabiiity'- Benefits are 
derived the same as retire 
ment plan, Employee mst have 
5 yeara of service to quality. 
Minima benefit after 10 years 
43 $75.00 per month and 
$112.50 por month after 15 
years, 

Dental ~ Hone. 


Insurance 


Te=N 


Retirement 


(C) Paid by state, Benefits are based 


on salary and length of service. 
Salary 1s daterained by taking 

1 hf of average earnings 
(aoaputed by averaging 36 con- 
secutive months of service at 
highest earnings) and mltiply- 
ing by rumber of years and months 
of personal service 


Eligibility for ld retirement 
4a 15 years of service and age 
60, Barly retirement can be 
attained at age 55 with 15 years 
of service but with reduced 
benefits. Exployee 1s vested 
after 10 years of service with 
benefits deferred until age 65 
4f he terminates employment. 


Higtway Patrol employees can 


-Petire at age 55 using same 


forma excopt with 1 7/12% 
of years of service, If 
employee resains unemployed 
after retirement be roccives 
an additional $90.00 per 
month until age 65. 


Retirement 


(D) Same as above. 


‘Same as above. 


‘Same as above. 


Sick Leave 


Sama as above. 


Same as above. 


Insurance 


Exployee contributes $35.65 
inaludes life and health. 
Health - Basta Plan - no 
‘surgical schedule. Covera up 
to $25,000 hospitalization. 
Prom $25,000-$50,000 eaployee 
pays 15% of costs, after 
$50,000 employee pays nothing. 
Life - Paid by state. Coverage 
depends on length of service: 


* 6 months - $1,000 up to 95,000 


for over § years of service, 
State offers an optional pro- 
grea Cor tow renin, 
Disability ~ except 
eligibility 1s after one year 
of service. 

Dental - nono. 


Tpaurence 


Employee pays $38.17 promium 
which inoludes health and Life: 
Health - Hospitalization and 
major medical. 

Life - Basto Life $20,000 
acoldental addition $20,000, 
Disability ~ same as above. 
Dental ~ none 


(eB) 


(ey 


tN 


Retirement 
Baployee contributes 9% of 


, divided by 60 times 2% times years 


of service. Eligibility 1s age 


60 or 30 years of service. 


Paid by state. Legislators mst ‘serve 


3 terms to become eligible for 


retirement at the rate of $50 per tere 
(4150.00 miniaum). Legislators are 


vested at the end of 3 terms. 


Holidays 
‘Same as above. 


‘Same as above. 


‘Same as above. 


‘Sama as above. 


‘Ansuranon 


Health ~ Paid by atate. Basio 
Plan and Hajor Hedical (300 
attached brochure). Employee 
can enrol) family for $78.00 
per month of 424 4f both are 
exployed by the state. 

Life - Paid by state. Coverage 
depends on length of service: 
6 months - $1,000 up to 45,000 
for over 5 yeara of service. 
State offers an optional pro- 
gram for low pronium (see 
attached brochure). 
Disability ~ Benefits are 
derived the same aa retire 
ment plan. Employee mst have 
5 years of service to qualify. 
Hinimm benefit after 10 yeara 
is $75.00 per month and 
$112.50 per month after 15 
years, 


Dental - None. 
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STATE ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICIALS 


ANNUAL SALARIES CURRENT AS OF JANUARY, 1982 


Source: The Council of State Governments, The Book of the 


States, 1982-83 (Lexington, Kentucky, 1982), 
pages 163-167. 


Note: Averages and Missouri rank calculated by Missouri 
Division of Budget and Planning, November, 1982. 


Table 13 


STATE ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICIALS: ANNUAL SALARIES* 


“Agfulant Adm 
wrest “tration 


eugea devas dean? Soene a°ag 


Es 


: i 
BGR: Hass GUN SH ae 
BGS B9GS SRE ESSE 
$2058 $0058 20088 (0803 
ANG8S TOES GEESE ESS 
HSER 0058 9939 S08 
HGEGE SESS 20088 HEISE 


aaeg SES8G SEN) CER SUE 
aEaed 0588 ANNE GGG ERE 
AESG8 EEE G2N0E S008 SERRE 

Saet 9838 8005 
gaged SE88 G99R8 BORG SEY 
ants 
ee Ec 
anaes S088) 28 
ag: SESSA 88 
GE E888 208 


Fifty-State Average 55,489 33,255 38,287 46,000 38,401 43,445 0,646 44,543 42,104 47,743 
24 


30 30 39 45 


41 


24 1s 17 


23 


Missouri Rank 


o-2 


STATE ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICIALS: ANNUAL SALARIES 


Diseser 

Cort Community Comp Consumer Comes Deta_—prepa= 

Commerce “cffais-_troker__aifeirs Wont _procestine ‘edness 

S27 $027) SOR Ge) S06 «S972 536,000 

STS] EM HAS EAST 

‘om is ‘fem (fn dam i tio 

I x I 

cr eS ee eT 

RG SR OH wD 40D eI 

seit ea? Bom in atk sae? ea 

a0 4D Sm 7D 10 6D DMO 

Rep 10 SS a loss ices 

nD 88S HA 3 MA (8) 

an”... 23 ed” OD els 

fom Sao fim fy Bom tt Bie 

ledlena.. (at) 36,816 mae Wa omen | in | ese 
lows. B52 BoD SL, TO 
Kansas Ae TH 6H 
Kentecky: aus 41300 i) a0) as + 45,000 
Loakdane. SH2 HOR eR aT3HG SOS E.G 
Maine @2) 2S BS. ee HE NSIZ B88 
Maryland Bao Ma mS) lO 
hoe Sn a Say 
Mieaesees « 5 with | 639i 45 000 34,902 * 
Miedaipal ee ee ee td 
Mewes: 00 eI mio = tom om 000 
Momaas 800 - i 26713 54003 Tt 
Newemi 308 38RD eI 
Nevada. xo B, 31300-2398 a0 38500 38.127 
Mss Bos sige MSS 360s 4750 

S60 Som SH0s2 35,500 $6,000 35,500 9.892 

Pe eo) 

6m om wm 339 om (t 33 

Si 37S. om wis gin gle B70 

2.00 with - 2) el) 00 MDH I6) 

4990 Roo 3s, 950 |, 8A 

as Bio BM BR us 

aon Som gi as ain Gis 

Pkg woe S479 DS TI 

on 450041009288) WI8) 

prend 977 km 98 

Rao 51310 3310 sO 

T+ GD 36200. jam . sm 3000-71300 

ci) sae 1s HA” 036 sais 

wi a3 (wid) Gel) 4985295370 aaua 

res. ", (2 2.000 

oa Seo th TS GR ie ite | tie 

a 
“mG vb) ee oe 


Fifty-State Average 37,266 45,370 41,086 42,551 
Missouri Rank 19 41 0 31 


1 47,543 43,822 33,834 
39 37 19 


(chief 

school Educauon 
officer) _—hisher 
3946 


BEES BERS 
ga8E § 


GREE & 


48,377 $5,290 
20 42 


STATE ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICIALS: ANNUAL SALARIES 


Nisa BH 
Hinysss gases 
ESTAS 58885 
Age HE 
Hyjggs 9g 22993 


3algeaU8 2824 | 


i 


A883 2a" 


US SHEE 


Rane 


ayes ee 
hile seit 


pe 


ta 


SHER] SOHN ASEEE stay Agen 
G8 S9EG SRGGH gags GnuTy 
SoRa4 SERRE aD HESS GENE 
S288 SUGEE ANNES 20054 Shae 
29592 QUgs ange gga ats 
S008) DEREL SOU EEE Fa 
SE28y 2:99] F839 BIRR 395 


SEy"y SEGA) NEE HG “HS 
SERRE S090) HE RUBE S24 
stats 89 


nats ud LI 


067 45,357 $0,025 40,670 43,148 $4,091 43,710 47,900 32,987 


C) 4 45 16 39 


24 


32 


41 


Fifty-State Avg.36,601 44,099 40, 
“24 


Missouri Rank 


0-3 


: Tabor 7 
: industrial Mental Natural Parks & Post 
: Insurers relations ‘health _ resources recreation Personnel Planning Audit 

" “gz $327 322 SGI $6101 3.277027 $40,000 
3 Sat gn OS Sa Bier 
mao | MOS @.080 B59 35.300 we 
Mise 436 9 GH (5456 wid} 
gus gon ie 80005816 S200 8.00 

S101 ores MaT 4336 31.536 
uep 330 4 mem 49 4000 
wo 3460 600 0sn aa RD 38.400 
a 20 foi) © 250. (win * 4250 (xs) 
33 es Bia ao ano wis 
Bon Bm Rim wt sk B00 43000 
“uo 0M BI 6565 I 5 34.000, 
moo Min 3) 74D MoD (36000 35.600 
3300 35,420 + MO, ONG. 45.688 3536 
4300 4100 win gi as * som gine 
sp ou2 Be aa 50.760 a0 
30932520 Bsa was 39479 Bos 
a0 (um a) se 52200 46,500 
Bo aay” man - 36K 
S20 | 53.500 ex am os 
“sm = Qo “ar au 700 
oo ‘3,000 ¥30 36,300 
000 oe Ere i) 
26 © 3,000 3,000 wD 14835 
oer 9 3D Big 35202 
26 Shas a0 OE 3831 
aap M3 45039 M53 41333, 
600 36,000 35,300 S461 $6000 
Prhecd et sae 
erm oa oe Sie 
238 un 373. a4 
Bsa {53 350 
oon sy 36,009 39,000 
aa an a 
son 2m em gig gig 
9.0% ° 631 tee 3,054 46,325 
1.706 Bis Rom O80 
aa i) 830 
253 238 Sk Rie fis 
3) sm WI MMS (36087 
mz 1.000 * 44400 47, 
ped Sie ai fom | oD 
no win gi Bae BI 
. aoe im a 59,212 


Fifty-State Average 41,284 41,902 42,246 38,171 $4,427 45,628 40,659 45,043 41,197 41,110 
Missouri Rank = 0 36 29 1s it 29 37 44 0 20 
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Pubic 
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(wl) Parks & Recreation 


(&10) Labor & industria! Relations 


| 
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of Fisheries und Game: $54,000 each 


and, by mare, ie Bewinant governor. For thet pan of he 


Salary: $61,000 plus house, utilities and $9,000 supplement. 


Poike 
& 
o 
o 


(0) The speaker of the senate is elected by the senate from among is 


(0) Receives $400 per month, plus S67 per day dering legative ses 
singe agency ot official. 
dled by ‘three postions: Direaot of Pre 
‘Deen, 470% Duccior of Conerusion, 947-500 
Director of Maintenance, $47 302 : 
(@) State Library, Board of Edscaion, $3,640. 


sion. 


(@) No 
@ 
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MEMORANDUM 
. IN SUPPORT OF 
IMPROVED SALARTES OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW 
JUDGES, LEGAL ADVISORS AND OTHER EMPLOYEES OF 
THE DIVISION OF WORKERS’ COMPENSATION, 
DEPARTMENT OF LABOR AND INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS 
This memorandum is submitted so that menbers of the Committee ' 
may have ready information on the duties and responsibilities of the 
director, administrative law judges, administrate law judges in charge, 
legal advisors and chief counsel of the Division of Workers' Compensation. 
Presently no increases in salary can be obtained without legislative passage. . 
All administrative law judges and legal advisors under the Workers ' 
" Compensation Law of Missouri "shall be duly licensed lawyers under the laws 
of this state". They "ghall not practice law or do any law business and 
shall devote their whole time to the duties of their office". Section ' 
287.610(1) RSMo., 1969. They are, by law, "selected as nearly practicable 
* in equal numbers from each of the two political parties casting the highest 
and next highest number of votes for governor in the last preceding state 
election". Section 287.615 RSMo., 1969. Currently, there are eighteen 
administrative law judges, a director of the Division of Workers' Compensation, 
nine legal advisors and chief counsel. This is a total of 29 individuals 
whose salary is statutorily provided. 

‘The duties of these individuals, amid other general hittin. include 
handling and conducting all original compensation conferences, legal ‘aid 
conferences, claims, .pre-trial conferences, settlement hearings and formal 
hearings (trials) in this state. Further, commencing shortly, additional 
responsibility will fall upon the Division of Workers’ Compensation through 
the "Victim of Crimes" legislation which, in turn, will impose additional 


Pel 


duties on‘'the director, administrative law judges, legal advisors and 
chief counsel. No additional remmeration has been provided in the "Victim 
of Crimes" legislation for such additional duties. 


Work Load 

In. addition to-the fact that the Division of Workers! Compensation 
will assume additional duties as a result of the "Victim of Crimes" legis- 
lation, over the years the work load of the Division of Workers’ Compensation 
has increased with only a’slight increase in the personnel which are the 
subject of this mettorendum, The last year for which statistics are avail- 
able is 1980 (1981 Annual Report). It should be noted that some of these 
are not final figures because quite a number of cases filed in 1980 have 
not as yet been ‘completed. The following are comparisons from previous years 
and tend to show the increased work load over’ the years. The work load 
and responsibility of the Division of Workers! Compensation, .administrative 
law judges and legal advisors has constantly increased. 

Comparative Analyses 


Item 1980 «1978 +=. of Increase 1973 —‘$ of Increase 
; - (4973-1980) 

Reports of Injury 143,329 140,762 % 113,992 26% 
Conferences 33,464 25,341 328 14,036 138% 
PrevHiearing Conf. 21,563 14,087 124% 5,768 447% 
Hearings 19,084  8,917% 114s 12,769 49% 
Formal Settlements 16,256 18,150 (-108) | 8,284 96% 
Formal Dismissals 4,002 1,732 1318 aul 328% 
Payments $69,207,000 $51,310,000 35% 25,000,000 . 176% 
(accident) . (1973) - 


Payments $ 1,412,000 $ 836,000 69% 
(Occupational disease) 


*Request system used in 1978 but later dropped. 
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1982 . 1972 % of Increase 
Administrative Law Judges 18 16 
Legal Advisors ; ) 9 
Director a 1 
General Counsel aod: is 
Total 29 26 11% 


During the year, in addition to formal, conferences, a great number 
of informal or unscheduled conferences are carried out and many questions 
are answered by telephone as a result of the general public calling ‘for 
information. The informal or unscheduled type of conference is brought 
about by the employees appearing at the Division offices seeking advice and 
information. ; 

Duties and Responsibilities ; 

The Director’ of the Division of Workers' Comensation is totally 
responsible for the administration of the Division which includes, among 
many duties, advising injured workers of their rights under the Law, 
determining if employers can be qualified as self-insured, administering the 
physicial rehabilitation provisions of the Law, personnel responsibility 
and supervision, and compilation of statistics for the State of Missouri, 
United States Department of Labor and the United States, Atomic Energy 
‘Comission. Also, the Director coordinates with the Chief Administrative 

_ Law Judges at the various offices regarding the setting of cases for con- 
ference, pre-hearing conferences and hearings. 

Administrative Law Judges are responsible for conducting formal 
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hearings (trials). In that capacity the Administrative’ Law Judge determines 
the facts and rules on the law. The average tine for a full formal hearing 
is one to two and a half days. At the conclusion of the trial, the adminis- 
trative law judge mist: make their findings of fact, draw the permissable 
inferences from the evidence adduced | and apply the law in written decision. 
AL proposed settlenents mist be approved by an acninistrative lav judge or 
legal advisor to have validity. - 

‘The legal advisors have the responsibility, at formal conferences, 
to convey to the employes his rights, determine if the employee has received 
the proper benefits and approve any rating or settlement of disability. A 
large number of cases are brought to an amicable ‘conclusion in this manner. 

The work load and responsibility of the director, chief counsel, 
administrative law judges and legal advisors has constantly increased, 
particularly in the last eight years. This is illustrated by the fact 
that the preliminary figures show that over 143,329 reports of injury were 
filed with the Division's central office in 1980 (an even greater amount 
were filed in 1979). This is an increase of 29,337 (26%) over 1973.° In 
settlements, awards and ratings concerning temporary total, temporary partial, 
permanent partial and permanent total disability and medical benefits, in 
addition to benefits in death cases, the Director, administrative law judges 
and legal advisors will administer the payment of many millions of dollars 
in any given year. The figures show an increase of 35% in just two years 
and over 100% from 1972 when the figure was some $25,000,000. This consider 
able amount has a great bearing on the welfare of employees in this state 
as well as upon the cost of industry. ° 
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Salaries 

As stated, all the administrative law judges and legal advisors 
must be licensed attorneys in the State of Missouri. They can not engage 
in the practice of law and mst devote full time to their duties in connection 
with the administrative functions and judicial duties required by the 
Workers! Compensation Law. This work requires professionally educated and 
trained persons who mist become specialists in this field in order to 
properly administer the complex legal, factual and medical problems that 
arise every day and in almost every case. It takes training of several 
’ ‘years for these persons to become highly proficient in the administration 
of the law. ; 

Because salaries in other areas, both government and private 
industry, for persons competent in this field are generally higher than those 
paid by the state, it is difficult to acquire competent persons to fill 
the position of administrative law judges and legal advisors and even more 
difficult to hold them after they have attained a high degree of efficiency. 
In recent years the federal government, through the Civil Service Commission, 
has opened many. positions for administrative law judges in twenty-nine 
departments and agencies of the government, all of which positions for 
comparably qualified persons have a starting minimm of $46,685.00 (1981). 

In addition, such judges receive a $1,000.00 increment per year for the 
first three years plus an annual cost of living increase. Thereafter, 
$1,000.00 increase every three years plus annual cost of living. Thus, 
there is great incentive for a trained person in one of our judicial 
positions to leave our system and enter the federal government at a con-_ 
siderable increase in salary, with additional benefits and Civil Service 
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protection. 

This memorandum is presented as it is felt that in light of the 
-duties and responsibilities placed upon the Director; administrative law 
judges, and legal advisors, including the chief conde, by the statutes 
and the professional nature of their work, and with due regard to the’ amounts 
paid persons exercising like authority under other state and federal: laws 
and in other branches of our state and mmicipal govermuente, that review 
of the present salaries and increases ‘in same is not only: realistic and 
practical but manifestly fair in view of the economic trends of the present 
day, - 

It is important: to note that these individuals do not receive 
increments in salary when other state employees are ‘granted ‘increments by 
the legislature. Unless the legislature ‘specifically increases these 
individuals salaries they remain frozen regardless of increased duties, 
responsibilities or economic trends. ‘It is equally as important to note _ 
that the entire cost of the ‘administration of the Workers" Compensaticn Lav, 
including salaries, is paid from the Workers' Compensation fund created by 
a special tax on the net premiums received by the insurance industry on 
account of Workers' Compensation insurance written in the state and a 
similar tax on self-insured employers doing business in this state. 

Thus, the money to pay salaries of the Director, administrative 
law judges, legal advisors, and chief counsel does not derive from the 
general revenue of this state but is paid from and has always been paid 
for by this special tax on insurers and self-insured employers. Presently, 
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that fund was close to ten million dollars and the funds are drawing interest 
in excess of $600,000 per year. : 

It is respectfully submitted that the individuals, the subject 
of this memorandum, have earned and deserve a review of their salary structure 
and increases in their salaries are more than justified in all respects 
and would be no drain on the Shere! revenue of the State of Missourt. ; 


Item : : Salary Year % of Increase 
1982 1972 : 
” Administrative 

Law Judges . 

(In Charge). ~ $41,000 $26,400 55% 
Administrative . 
Law Judges 39,800 25,200 58% 
Legal Advisors 35,000 23,400 50% 
General Counsel. 36,800 N/A 
gel 1970 

GS-15* 46 685 22,885 : 104% 
1982 1973 

Assistant Circuit 

Judges 40,110%* 22,400 79% 

Circuit Judges 46 , 740 28,000 70% 
1982 1972 

Compensation Rates 189.49 70.00 170% 

Consumer Price Index 1972 to 1981 : 128.5% 


(Bureau of Labor) 


Workers Index “1972 to 1981 128.2% 


* $1,000.00 increase per year for first three years plus annual cost of 
living.’ (Minimm starting salary) 


#% Salary includes possible cost of living increase through 1987. 
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NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF STATE LEGISLATURES ~ . 
Biennial Ledislative Comrensation 
and 
Per Diem Living Expenses 


*% BIENNIAL * PER DIEM * «=PER DIEM LIVING EXPENSES 
STATE * SALARIES * SALARY (BIENNIAL)* DURING SESSION © 
Wtitiitttistterretete stesso stot iss t ests TESS TTT Ste TPES Petes ese Tes sett eo ts ot tS 


plabama $ - $ 27100.00 $65 um to 105 calander days 
: 2 $10/day for 105 (unvouchered) 
calander days in 
SR ve eb pty Sra each year of the ‘ 
dienniua . - ata 


See e rene eres seererreererererroeeeese 


Ltr epsom reer rerereeeeeseresereeeeeeeee 


Hlaska, 23 7000.00 ~ $60 Cunvouchered) 
Peer eer errr ee eee Core eee eee Sere eee TC eee eee eS eCe cee CeCe eee SECC Cee Cee eee SESS 


Hrizons 30*000.00 : $40 ($20 for Maricora County 
: ete Woot oraere moe Lesislators) Cunvouchered) 

PLE POP OOOO EOE O EOE E EEO OOOOH ESEEEEEEHESESOEEEHOEEEO EOE HEHE TE HEHE EHHEE HED E HES 
rkansas . 15*000.00 : $44 (vouchered) 
Neen ee eb ee eee S ERE EEO HE EEE E THESE EEE ES ESEEE ESTO EE OOS EE HEE TEH ETOH ETHOS TEED EEE ES 
alifornia 54*220.00 $46 Cunvouchered) 
SSOUTESESe CeCe ee eee eee eee Cece ee eee eee Cee eee Se eee Ce See eee eee CeCe CeCe Sere rT 
bolorado ~ , 287000.00 gn Sees Po eee ee $40 ($20 for Denver metrorali- 

Eo r tan lesislators): (umvouchered) 
CEP e ene e rere eee e bere e Hee eee HEHE eee TREE HEHE EEE EE EHO TEESE EEE EEE EE eeeeee 
Fonnecticut 10»500.00 SEN ee Receive no per diem 

(1981) © if $27000 annually (unvouchered) 

77500300 ; ae 
(1982) 


Poem er error errr rerreerreerersrees eee eee 


o ; diem Z 
OREO EKA A ERE AREER ERE RT ee eee ee ee eee ee eee Eee EEE eee ee 
Florida - 24%000.00 . $SO Cunvouchered) 
See CeCeReU Ree ER ERE SECS URES ET CEREUS ECESECOSOCSESESCe SOOO ES SSS eC SESE eee rere eS 
Georsis : - -147400,00. 5 = See. $44 (unvouchered) 
Seer deme reer neers ree ee reer reese eee OEE EHO E EOE HOE EO THEE THES OT HEED EOE HEE HOES 
Hawaii 247000. 00° * $20 (for lesislators 
: ws eS a outside of Oahu) 
(unvouchered) 
$27500 annual allowance 
= ae — —---—- —— fer incidential 
expenses 
SUPE eee eee ee renee se eee ee esses sees eH Oe EOE EEE EEEOE SHEE EOS EHO EOOEE EEO ESE E HES EEE 
Idaho 8r400.00 “ott =: = $44 ($25 if lestislator lives 
: . : at home in capital cits) 
(unvouchered) 
NOOO SOHO SOE E HHT OHHH HEHEHE HEHEHE OH EH EEEEE EEF EEES EE SH ES ES EHH EOHEEEEO OEE OEHEEHEEO EHS 
54,000.00 $36 Cunvouchered) 
OOo eer e eee nee sees eee es eee esses eneee ees ereeeeeneee soeeeses 
~ 127000-00 -  - 7s t= + - $50- Cunveuchered) - 
StN OPE REE EO HEE OREO EEHO EOE HOE E EEE EEEREEEDREOOEESEOOEOEE THEME OOE SESE REED ESSE OS 


Towa: 12800.00 $30 ($15 for Polk County lea- 
7 - ¢1961)- —- ao -———- - tslaters) (unvouchered) 
132700.00 
(1982) 
OUSUESESESEC CESS SESE SESS ot eas eee eee Teer eee eee cer Tee eee eee eee ee ere 
Kansas $ 40.00/day% $50 (unvouchered) 
rr ee eee eee ee ee eee 2 ee eee ee 2 rrr 
Kentucks - 37000-.00— - $75 (unveuchered) 
HOOT O COE OOOH eO OOO OOO HOO EOE EH OOOO EEO OEEE ESSE EES EOEEES HEE EEeeEHereees 
Louisians 3 om 67000.00 Receive no per diem but: re- 
. - + ~- +> ceive round triz week- 
QL ly milease. 


se 47500.00 $35/7-day week meals and 
. CA9BID. 2 housing or $17/day meals+ 
27500.00 mileage up to $20/day 
(1982) (vouchered) 
SPO O eee meer e reer ene e ener eee eee rE THO FEHEEEHEDEEET ED EEHEDE EEE HE ree reeeeeeree?t 
arsland + 177600.00 $50 maximum (vouchered) 
(1981) ie 
18*°500.00 
(1982) 
PEPER REO Eee eee meee Eee EH ESE DHE SEEDED EEDESEEEH EEE OE THEO EE EEE EOE He ee reseeeserene 
3ssachusetts 21+050.00 Receive no per diemr but rem 
§ (1981) ceive mileage for every ses- 
_ 19%76676 _ sion day 
(1982) ee 
ichigan 54,000.00 ~ os Total of $5200 in 1981 


(vouchered) 
POO e meer eer ee eee eee anes eH HE HOHE eH EHO HEHEHE EOE EEE EHOHEH EHH EH EHHH HEHE ODEO EEE 
innesota: — 37 7000.00 : Sa 9 $27 ($17 for metrorolitan les- 
islators) (unvouchered) 
Peete CeeCeeeeee eee eee e eee eee ee cece eee eee eee ee ee Tee eee eee CCS eee eee eee eee ees) 
ississisei 167200.00 a $44 for actual daily atten- 
dance (none for Jackson legis~- 
lators) Cunvouchered) 
POOH HHH HHH HEHEHE HEHE HEHE HEHEHE HES EE EH EH HEHEHE HEHESHEHEHHESEH HEH EH HEE EEE 
issouri 30»000.00 $35 for actual daily atten- 
dance (umvouchered) 
PEO OOOO e ered eee ee EHO eHE EH EEESEEEH EEE ESEEOHESHSEH EOE HEHE HES HUE EHO HEE HOOD 
antana ° . 3*555.00 $40/7-day week 
Png : ” (unvouchered) 
(Lesislators receive 
$27500 allowance for 
.incidental expenses 


Tose ee ee eee TT ee ee 


: Receive no per diem 
SOP O ere re rere re eee Hee eE Hee HEHE HEHE HEHEHE HEE EHEFHEEEOEHEEE HOHE T HEHE THEE HEE? 
evade sone - 92600200 -— $44 (unvouchered) 
Lesislators re- 
ceive a $3*500 
Daye sees ce ‘—- travel ellowance 
- for resular ses- 
sions and a $17000 
supelemental for 
special sessions. 


POOP Hee eee Hee HEHE EHO ETOH O EOE EE EEE ESEEEOEEEHEEESEESEOHHESEHEOHOHOH OOOH E HEHE OD 


ew Hampshire 200.00 St Receive no rer diemr but re- 
. ceive mileage for every ses- 
sion day 
FORO ee eee eee ened EEE EEE EEEE OEE ESSE IEEE EEO EEE SESE DOSES OE ESE REHE EOE SEH OES 
ew Jersey 367000.00 Receive no rer diem 
(until 1984) 
3 -- §$02000.00 - - - fond nbn Ss eke Se va sn aaa ets 


(after 1984) 


ree eee eee eee ee oe eee eee eee eee ee eee eee eee ry 


eee eee eee eee 


ew Mexico = - a Sega 37600.00 -—-- - $40 °{vouchered)— 

eee Cee SPECS CeCe ee eco eee ee ee Cece tec ee eee eee C ee Cee Ce eee CC eee reece ey 
‘ew York 617608.00 Us to $55 (vouchered) 

PERO eee eer eee eee Eee HE EEE HE SDE OESEESESESHESEEDESET EHO SEEESOEEE HEED ESEEOO EOD 
‘arth Carolina 13*872.00 $50 Cunvouchered) 

POC meee ee rene renee eee esse esses e sree sees E esses ees se see ses Eee E eres eee esas esses 
forth Dakota sh ° + 400.00: -- - $70 (unvouchered) 


eeeccoees eooeeoee eee See e eee e renee ees ees reeeeseeseresesseesery 
Ihio 3. 457000.00 Receive no wer diem (only 
F : - + weekly milesse durins session) 


eter reer rrrrr rr ree eee ree eee eee eee eee eee eee eee ee 


fy ishoma 18*000.00 $35 (only mileage during ses- 
sion if legislator lives st 
home) (vouchered) 


Levee rere ee ee eee eee eee Heese Heese EE HOH HEHEHE HE SH EH EEE EH EEE E DEE E HSH EE ES 


jreson 157696.00 $44 (unvouchered) 
PPE E NOOO ee ee eee ee HOE HOHE ne eee ee tHe HEHEHE EEE EE SEES EEE EEEESEEEE EEE HEHEHE EE HED 
jennsylvania 5071000.00 $58 (vouchered) 
ghode Island 600.00. Receive no eer diem (receive 
mileage each day of session 
attendance) 
LEU D eee eee eee OHHH ERO E HOE H EE OER EEE EEE REEEHEE EEE HEHEHE HSE HEHE EE OTOH OES EEE EEOS 
south Carolinas * 207000.00 ve o's $50 subsistence (vouchered) 
LUPE E ee HOHE REE OOOO OEE EEE OEE Te HE REET EEEHE TESTS OSHEFEESE HOH HEHEHE HEHE OES ENE 
south Dakote 3600.00 $S0/S-day week 
Cunvouchered> 
(1981) 
27400.00 
* €1982) 
SEER ee eee EOP NEO E SEE ERED EH EEE DEFOE FESO SESE EEE EEHEF EES E SESE EEO EEE ee eeee 
Tennessee 167616.00 $66.47 (unvaouchered) 
WOT eeeeerereee ee eree reer eee errr ee ee eeeer eee eee eee Cee e Sere eee eee rere eee eres 
Texas 14,400.00 > $30 Cunvouchered), 


eee eee eee 


eee r ere eee ee eee ee eee eee eee ee Pee neeeereeeenoerens 
Jtah . 27000.00 $15 expense’ allowance (unm 
: vouchered) 


See eee meee eeeerrre rer ereeereeererrereHee 


DEH OHO eee eee reese eeeeeereesos 


vermont > 250.00/wk*kk $45.00 if housed in carital 

session length ($17.50 if lesislator lives at 

varies home) (unvouchered) 
DEO OH ee HEHEHE HH EHH HEHEHE ESE EE HEHEHE HEHEHE EHEHESEEEEEFEHEESEEH HEHEHE EOE HOOD 
dirdinia 146*%000.00 Up to $50 but no more than 
. $44 as allowed by IRS Y 
‘ a Gunvouchered) 

ek ee eee eee RR EP EE SEVER SE UEC REUSE ERE ECESESERSEY Taso eee eee eeeeereeee vee eee 
Jashington . 197600.00 $ $44 (Cunvouchered) 


DOOH OEE HHH HO HSEEHEEH EEE HEE HHH EHHEH EEF ES EOE EEO ESESEESHEDEEEEHEHEEH EE OHED OD 

vest Virdinia — 107272.00 -- 24 Eis $30 loddingy or ue to $30 tra- 
vel exrenses if commutingy 
Charleston lesislators, $20 

mir Hite S SSS ert sae for meals but no other ex- 
pense. (unvouchered) 


DeLee ee eee eee eee ee es Heese EHO EHH OEEESEE SSE EEEOEE HOSES HEE EHEE EE EHSOHESEHEEEEEE 

Jisconsin : 45%276.00 - $30 ($15 if legislator lives 
inside Madison) (unvouchered) 

VOUEEREREO ESE RERE SERERSSURECCE CSUR SESS SSCS ESSEC SSS eC ESE Serer ees 


Wyoming tee 17800.00 $44 (unvouchered) 


VEE Oe See OOo eH EEE HOO EOEEEE EEO OE SHOE OEE EEEHES SEES HEHOHOEHESESEN HH OT EHOD 


eee 


kOdd yvear—-unlimited session léngth 
even year--90 calendar days 

kx1981 up to maximum amount of $77500 
1982 um-to maximum amount of $27000 


Information current as of 3/19/82. 
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Legislative Fringe Benefits 


- Senate 


(a) 


“(b) 


(ec) 


Retirement 


The Senators receive retirement benefit of $25.00 ($18.75 in FY 1977) 
for each year of service in the General Assembly. (Three terms mist be 
served for eligibility.) This is non-contributory; the state pays this 
cost into the retirement program. This, of course, is not payable 
until the legislator retires from the General Assembly and reaches the . 
age of 60. At that time, the legislator would receive a monthly 
benefit equal to the total number of years served times $25.00. At age 
55 a legislator can take retirement at a reduced benefit, of 
approximately two-thirds of full retirement. 


Health Insurance 


A Senator , if he desires. or qualifies, participate in the state 
quedical care Si plans He. or she pays nothing for the individual : 
*coverage--the cost of $54.00 per month is paid by the state. For the 
family coverage the Senator pays $78.00 per month and the state pays 
$54.00 per month. Benefits vary according to the plan chosen and the 
number of family members. (In FY 1977 a Senator paid $11.62 per month 
and the state paid $12.00 per month on the high option plan.) 2 


Per Diem 


Each day a Senator is in attendance during a session of the Ceneral 


-Assembly he is allowed $35.00 (FY'77, $25.00) per day for food and 


, ‘lodging. This amount is set by statute. 


(a) 


(e) 


Mileage 


Each week a Senator is in attendance during a session of the General 


‘Assembly he is allowed round-trip mileage expenses from his home to 


Jefferson City-at the rate of 17 cents (FY'77, 15¢) per mile. 
Office Related Expenses . 


(FY'77, not applicable.) 


Postage ~ $6,325 per year 

Telephone Charges 200 per month 

Travel - 240 per month 

Office Equipment 600 per year : 
Secretarial 2,600 to 3,600 per month (depending on leadership 


‘position and committee 
chairman assignments) 


Q4 


2. House 
Same except for (e). 
(e) Office Related Expenses 


Total $450 per month ($5,400 annually) 


Source: Chief Clerk, House of Representatives 
* Senate Acministrator's Office 


June 15, 1982 
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CUEENT SALARY ‘SALARY COMPARISONS FOR EQUIVALENT POSITIONS 


"States With Stated With — States With Kerang City 


3. If Adjusted ty Merit System = DATE ‘SALARY . 
Tnereases ust HISMRY © Farthjor. 6 Hnth AG Killin = 93-5 Bilin ad Federal Private 
. AGE SIME 197] Wetghbors Sessions Population Bxjasts St. Laut City _ Goverrment Seotor REFITS - 
Howe 1. 6,000 +479 1977 8,400 dy. 13,302 dv. 13,083 we . - ° Qweress Av. WA 
$935.00 por dic 2 2a 1978 8,400 ak 7,00- AL 12,00 _ $69,000 75th * 
, 3. 027 1919 5,000 IL 28,000 x 0,00 Percentile 
1980 5,000 10 13,700 | ne 12,198 
1981 5,000 KS : 
1982 6,000 . 
1. 6,000 +H 1971 8,400 Av. 13,382 Ave 13,083 wae Congress’ Av. WA 
$35.00 por dice R 213 78 8,400 ak 7,800. FL 12,00 $60,664 ‘Tth 
3. 2,57 1919 6,000 TL 28,00 = «0,000 Percentile 
1980 6,000 10 13,700 12,138 
198} 5,000 KS 42/day . 
3 1982 15,000 
1. 17,500 +HI9 wit 8,400 Avs 24,618. av. 20,387 wi. Corgress Av. WA 
(tease) 2 Eyed Ls sx aK fon A . 491,000 ‘Toth 
$35.00 por diem 3 & (500 I 38,000 ; Percentile 
1980 17,500 10 20,500 
1981 17,500 43 hevday + 
1982 17,500 4,200 yr. 
President, Pro-Toa A. 17,500 +119 1971 8,400 dv. 24,711 av. 18,556 wa Gugress Av. WA 
(Senate) 2. Bear 1978 8,400 ak 0,000 AL 37,000 $60,664 ‘5th 
$35.00 por dics 3 2,10 979 17,500 TL 38,000 12,98 . _ __ Perventile 
1980 17,500 10 Wh 
1981 17,500 KS M2/day + 
1982 17,500 
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Appendix R 


Survey of Judicial Salaries 
Prepared by the National Center for 
State Courts November, 1982 


Survey Survey Survey Survey Survey 


of Juciicial Salaries 


Published by the National Center for State Courts 


‘November 1982 : ; : : Volume 8 Number 3 


Half the States Report Salary Changes 


Since the last issue of the Survey of Judicial Salaries (May 1982), twenty-three states have reported changes in 

salaries paid their state court judges. These changes range from a decrease in Tennessee to an increase of approximately 
15 percent in Illinois. In Illinois (and a few other states), judges received their first pay raise in several years. In seventeen 
states they received increases of from 4 percent to 10 percent over last year’s salaries (an average raise of approximately 
7 percent). : . 
As of November 30, 1982, the salaries of associate justices of the highest courts ranged from $40,392 to $80,892, 
with an average (mean) of $56,819. The median salary was $55,531. The current salary range for intermediate appellate 
court justices is $45,500 to $75,000, with a mean of $56,626 and a median of $54,100. General trial court judges 
fare paid between $36,960 and $70,116. Their mean salary is $49,704 and the median $47,964. 


Judicial Salary Setting. 


The National Center for State Courts gathers information quarterly on the salaries of state court judges and state 
court administrators through a survey of state court administrators. They are asked to report current salary figures and 
to note any pending or future changes. The information is fully presented in the semiannual publication of this survey, 
‘and updated in the interim in the NCSC publication State Court Journal in the winter and summer issues. This issue 
of the Survey of Judicial Salaries reports salaries as of November 30, 1982. 

The determination of appropriate salary levels for positions in any field involves a complexity of factors. The state 
judiciary is no exception. General guidelines usually suggest that a salary reflect the level of responsibility a job entails 
and the condition of the “marketplace.” Itis commonly agreed that competitive salaries, or other forms of compensation, 
attract the “best” applicants. In the case of judgeships, as with many other jobs, not all forms of compensation are 
measurable. These are the intrinsic benefits such as status, honor, and satisfaction in public service. Still other forms 
are measurable but difficult to compare. Here we refer to retirement plans; disability and death benefits; insurance 
plans; vacation, holiday, and sick leave provisions; travel and library allowances; and other fringe benefits. The point 
to be made here is that salary is but one form of compensation; it must be weighed with other benefits that may offset 


In comparing salaries it is important to keep in mind that positions within a similar category of “judge” may vary 
from jurisdiction’ to jurisdiction with regard to responsibilities and workload, and that the salary of the occupant of a 
given position may also be affected by a person's longevity in that position. Furthermore, the cost of living varies within 
and between states. Thus the same salary will not purchase equivalent goods and services in different localities. 
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Salaries 


Abbreviations 


DCA Distict Court of Appeals 
Gen Sess Ct General Sessions Court 
J Judge 
IC Justice Courts 
IDRC Juvenile and Domestic 
Relators Court” 
JP Justice of the Peace 
MC Municipal Court 
P Presiding or President 
PC Probate Court 
PoC Polce Court 
. SC Superior Court 
SCA State Court Administrator 
Specd Special Judge 
SrC Surrogate Court 
Sup Supreme 
Supp Supplement 


Courts of Appellate and General Jurisdictions 
and State Court Administrators 


Highest Court State Court Intermediate - 
cs AJ Administrator Appellate General Trial Court 
Alabama = 58,500 58,000 51,610 CCiva $7,000 State CC 48,000 
: CCrA $7,000 Local supps 1.200 
PJ 57,500 to 19,200 
Alaska 71,760 to 77,760 to 75,760 CA 72,564 SC 70,116 to 82,386 
88,646 88,646 . depending on 
depending on location and cost of living 
location and cost. + differentials 
of living differentials : 
Arizona* 47,500 47,500 50,000 CA 45.500 SC 43,500 
: ‘ 1 : Comm. 36,975, set by 
Presiding Judge, 
not to exceed 
85% salaiy of SC Judge 
Arkansas 54,952 50,373 - 38,462 CJ 49,496 CC 46,860 
: A) 48,617 ChC 46,860 
Californta, 82,054 77.226 66,665 CA 72,401 SC 63,267 
Colorado 58,936 55,600 ” 51,182 CA C) 52,264 DC 47,260 
AJ 51,152 . 
Connecticut*55,546 50,800 53,172 SC 43,402 to 46,936 
f SCA is also a 
SupCt AJ 
Delaware 57,200 56,600 43,600 SC PJ 53,700 ° 
AJ 53,200 
Florida 65,805 65,805 47,234 DCA 59.385 CC 56,710 
Georgia 55,462, 55,462 44,928 54,860 SC 46,419 
: Local supps to 19,052 
Hawaii 56,430 53,460 50,490 CJ 53,460 CC 50,490 
: * AJ 51,975 
Idaho 47,300 47,300 *44,500 CA 46,300 DC 45,300 
Tlinels® 66,500 66,500 ‘61,500 AC 61,500 CCJ 58,000 
AJ 53,000 
ES 
Indiana - 47,244 47,244 SupCtAdm CA 47,246 CC, SC 39,932 to 
‘Subsistence allowance 43,000 Subsistence allowance 42,182 
3,000 3,000 ExDrSt Ct 3,000 
. ‘Administration 
43,000 
lows 62,100 57,100 40,800 CA C) 55,400 DC CJ 53,000 
354,200 AJ 50,700 


Salaries 


Highest Court State Court —_—iIntermediate 
cs AS 


Administrator Appellate General Trial Court 
Kansas 53.250 50,588 ~ 46,860 CAC) 49,523 Dist J designated as 
348,458 Adm J 47,393 
Dist J 46,860 
A Dist J 44,730 
A Dist J designated 
as Adm J 45,263 
Dist Magistrate Judge 20,235 
Kentucky* 55,650 34.537 42,851 C) 52,868 “CC 50,085 
. J52,.311 * 
— 
Louisiana § 66,566 66,566 60,169 CA 63.367 ‘DC base 60,169 
Maine 42,286 40,392 39,260 ; SC39,760 
Maryland 64,000 62,500. 57,300 CSA ‘Cs 61,500 CC CJ 58,000 
AJ 60,000 CC AJ 58,000 
Massa- + 62,000 ‘59,000 56,000 AC CJ 56,000 ‘SC CJ 53.000 . 
chusetts* : AJ 53,000 AJ 50.725 
Pe ne 
Michigan 69,000 69,000 62,410 cA662400 = CC 37,950 
; Comm. Local supps 10,210 to 27,468 
MS Recorders Court (Detroit) 
to 63,480 
52,388 : : 
Minnesota 59,000 56,000 47,000 DC 48,000 
Mississippi CJ 47,000 46000 41,000 : CC 41,000 
PJ 46,500 ChC 41,000 
Missouri $4,340 51,840 40,000 CA 49,290 CC J 46,740 
Comm. Ad 33,990 to 40,110 
: 51,840 
Montana = 48,204 © 47,023 30,818 é DC 45,841 
Nebraska* 48315 48315 «38,640 De 44,382 
Nevada® 47,250 47,250 20,250 , DC 43,000 
” New 49,385 47,513 40,725 SCC) 47,513 
Hampshire Ad 46,270 


New Jersey 80,000 78,000 Ad Dir Ct 60,000 SC App Div 75,000 SC aisignment judges 73,000 
: : Ad Dir limited SC 70,000 
to judicial salary 


New Mexico 56,000 55.000 45,000 CA C) 53,000 DC 49,300 


Salaries 


Abbreviations 


AC Appellate Court 
Ad Associate Judge, Justice 
App Appellate 
Asst Assistant 
CA Court of Appeals 
CC Circuit Court 
Ch Chancellor 
Cir Circuit’ - 
.CJ Chief Justice, Judge, 
Co County 
Comm Commissioner 
Comp Compensation ’ 
CP Court of Common Pleas 
Cr Criminal 
CSA Court of ree Appeals 
‘DC District Court 
+ DCA Distict Court of Appeals + 
Gen Sess Ct General Sessions Court 
JS Judge 
Jc justice Courts 
SDRC Juvenile and Domestic 
Relations Court 
SIP Justice of the Peace 
MC Municipal Court 
P Presiding or President 
PC Probate Court 
PoC Police Court 
‘SC Superior Court 
SCA State Court Administrator 
SpecJ Special Judge 
SrC Surrogate Court 
‘Sup Supreme 
‘Supp Supplement é 


NOTE: Boldface figures 
Indicate changes since last survey. 


*See page 7 for pending 
or future changes. 


Courts of Appellate and General Jurisdictions 
and State Court Administrators 


Highest come State Court Intermediate 


Administrator Appellate + General Trial Court 
New York . 84,263 80.892 76,151 App Div Sup Ct SC 1st through 11th Judical 
* 1,2.3,4th Depts Districts 65,163 
PJ 74,151 
Ad 69,657 
App Terms Sup Ct 
1.2.9.10.11th Dists : 
67,163 . 
North 58,212 57,012. 50,940 CAC) 55,188 - $C Senior J 49,500 
Carolina 3 5 3 Ad 53,976 Zi J 47,928 
North 55,400 53,900 48,508 DCPJ 51,800 
Dakota* : 50,600 * 
Ohio . 62,000 58,000 -57,84480 —-CA54,000 CC Pleas 40,000 to 50,500 
nA Sa a aS LASS OE UO RE STE UES 
Oklahoma 61,776 59,136 55,440 CA 55,440 * DC Dist. J 49,280 
CCA CCA . ADist J 
61,776 59,136 Pop. over 30,000 44,352 


10,000 to 30,000 39,424 
under 10,000 36,960 
Spec J (lawyer and 
nonlawyer) 36,960 


Oregon 54,637 53,308 43,440 CA CJ 53,308 CC 48,356 
: Ad 52.039 
‘Tax Court 
49,967 
Pennsylvania SC & Commonwealth Ct. CP PJ 55,000 to $7,500 
67,000 64,500 60,000 PJ 64,000. depending 
‘ AJ 62;500 on number of judges and 
population 
155,000 
Rhode Island 50,495 to 49,186 to 40,046 to SC PJ 47,876 to 57,451 
60.594 59,023 $5,256 AJ 46,567 to 
. Based on Based on longevity 
longevity 
South « 66529 58,944 45,436 cc 58,944 
Carolina* 
South 48.900 46,900 42,787 PCird 44,750 
Dakota : Cin) 43,750 
3 * Law trained magistrate 
' i up to 31,826 
i Magistrate (part time) 
up to 13,731 
Tennessee 67,500 65,000 62,500 PJ 63,500 * €¢ 60,000 
AJ 62,500 ChC 60,000 
rc 60,000 
: Equity C 60,000 
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Salaries 


Courts of Appellate and General Jurisdictions 
and State Court Administrators 


Highest Court State Court Intermediate 
cr AJ Administrator Appellate General Trial Court 
Texas - 71,900 © 71,400 «47,600 cA DC state salary 50,900 
Cra CCrA CJ 60,600 Local supps up to salary 
71,900 71,400 AJ 60,100 1,000 less than CAJ 
‘Local supps to salary 
1,000 less than SupCJ- 
- Utah 50,500° 50,000 45,000 ' DC CJ & Chmn, Jud. Cnet 
46,000 
AJ 45,000 
—— mm 
Vermont 47,300 45,100 «42,900 AdJ 45,100 
5 SCaJ and DCJ 42,900 
. : Asst J 49.00 per day 
Virginia «64,000 61,400» 57,000 : ; CC 57,000 
plus 4,000lin lieu " 
of travel expenses : . 
Washington 51,500 51,500 40,200 CA 48,100 $C44700 
ProTem) 107.28 per day 
ProTemAtty 178.80 per day 
West Virginia 49,000. 49,000 46,000 CC 45,000 
Wisconsin 63,324 $6,016 —_—«S1,372 51,372 CC state pay 49,176 
Wyoming 63,500 63,500 35,725 kia DC 61,000 
District of 67,370 66,870 63.270 : SC CJ 63,770 
Columbia DC Court of Appeals ExecOff of * aes AJ 63,270 
+ DC Courts 
Federal 96,800 93,000 AdDirCt 70,300 CA 74,300 DC 70,300 
System 
American 58,356 64,191 16,616 i Handled by CJ 
Samoa or Ad 
Puerto Rico* 36,600 36,000 34,600 ‘SC 30,000 
DC 24,000 
Virgin Islands ‘Tenttorial Ct. 
PJ 54,500 
AJ 52,000. 
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Judicial Salaries 
in Appellate 
and Trial Courts 


Intermediate General Date of Last 
Highest Court Appellate Court Trial Court Salary Change 
This table lists salaries paid to as- Alabama 58,000 
.000 (18) 37,000 (13) y 
sociate justices for the highest court - oo G20 pola See 
and intermediate appellate court and 77780, (3) 72,564 (2) Toye, 14682 
state-paid salaries of general trial court : a Naat. 
judges. In states where localities riay © Azone 47,500 (42) 45,500 (32) 43.500 (41) 
supplement state-paid salaries, these California Hee Hy er “3 ; rad “a 
supplements added to the basic sal- _ Gelerado 35.800 (25) 51152 (25) 47.260 (23 
lt Connecticut 50,800 (34) 43.402 (42) 
ary are shown in parentheses im- ne to 46,936 
mediately below the first figure. Sal-  pelayar® 56.600 =} 59385 (12) sete {13} 
ay ranges, heat cost-of-living Georgia 55,462 (26) 54/860 G3 ty 
. differences, lens service, or other wen - 
factors, are also indicated. The bold- _—_ Idaho 33300 & 3300 ery a 
face figures in parentheses immedi- _Mlinols . 66,500 (8) = 61,500 (9) (14) 
ately following salaries indicate the Indiana 47,244 (45) 47,244 (30) 47 
: 0-1-82 
state's ranking (high to low). in sal- tou Grid qo — "Se309' 16 
aries paid to judges at each level, Kansas 50ses (35) sags. as) Gp 6k 
The last column indicates the date Kentucky i a ee (20) 7-182 
of the last salary change for highest, Maine 40,392 (50) 2 Wy Gs). 7b 
f : ; 500 (2: j : 
paige sepals, Or general trial Mactachusetts $3'G00 ie Eee 3 a ng 
et hs Iges for each state court = Michigan 69,000 (6) 66.240 5) (49) - 1-1-82 
Mi 
The mean average, median, and Mimeagta 42000 (as) ay | 7438 
rarige for each level of courtis shown _—Missourt raed (32 49,290 (26) (30) 8-13-82 
following Wyoming. For the highest Nebraska - 48.315 (40) st 
: jevada 47,250 (44) ; 
and the general trial courts these av- New Hampshire 47513. {SH} oe ie 
crages pre boved on figures for the - New dersey : 78.000 (2) - . 75,000 (1) X (2) 1-19-82 
states. For intermediate appellate Yew Mexico ; (27) $2,000 (22) . 751-82 
d kc 
courts the average is that of the 32 North Carolina = S'r3 csi} 536 ds): Sa oe. 7 
states that have such courts. All av- Garg KO BB AND Bg $0,600 (18) "7.1.82 
erages and rankings are based on wee @ to 50.300 eu Me 
the lowest salary of the range or on Oklahoma 59,136" (15) 55.400 (14) 36,960, (50) 7-182 
salaries without supplements. Oregon $3,308 (31) 52,039 (21) 48.356 (23) 4 
Survey of Judicial Salaries is pub- eansylvania $4,500 qi) 62,500 (7) $5000 (12) 12180 
lished semi-annually and updated in to 59,023 ee 580 is 2 
the interim in the NCSC publication South Sxrolina rend ey 58.944 (8) 8.14.81 
State CourtJournalin the winter and Tennessee. 65,000 (10)  — 6.000 o ae 
summer issues. Salary information T= rida) Sig, ao) 30500 1S) 91-82 
on special and limited jurisdiction state Utah 50,000 (37) ‘ 45,000 (36) 7-182 
courts is available by contacting: et ee EY #300 (4a) 7-182 
Washington 51300 G3) 48100 @9) 4400 38} 74S 
Alo West Virginia 49,000 (39) 45,000 (36) TABI 
Decor Survey of Judidal Saleies Wisconsin sso Gy SS ON ee a eT 
Ketconl Cos Center for State Courts Mean Average = 56.819 $6.63 43.704 Our a IS 
an poo Range 90,392 45,500 363960, 
Milansburg JA 23185 : e 1080992 to 75,000 to 70,116 
Columbia 66,870 63,270 114 
Federal System 93.000 « 74,300 70,300 Tots 
American Samoa 64.191 71581 
Puerto Rico 36000. 24,000 7179 
Virgin Islands 52,000 10-181 
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Future Salaries 
and Pending 
Legislation 


Arizona: Effective January 1, 1983, 
Supreme. Court chief justice and as- 
sociate justices 57,500; Court of Ap- 


peals justices 55,500; Superior Court’ 


judges 53,000, commissioners 
45,050. 


Connecticut: Connecticut Public 
Act 80-337 provides for the follow- 


ing changes, effective January 1," 


1983: Supreme Court chief justice 
60,000, associate justices 55,000; 
Superior Court judges 50,000; Pro- 
bate Court judges fees up to 50,000; 
chief court administrator 57,500. 


‘Minois: Effective duly 1, 1983, Su- 


preme Court justices 75,000; Inter- 
mediate Appellate Court justices 
70,000; Circuit Court judges 65,500; 
associate judges 60,500; administra- 

tive director 70, 000. 


Kentucky: Effective July 1, 1983, 
Supreme Court chief justice 58,432, 
associate justices 57,264; Court of 
Appeals chief judge 55, 511, associ- 
ate judges 54,927; Circuit Court 
judges 52,589; District Court judges 
44,993; administrative director of the 
courts 44,993, 


Massachusetts: Effective January 
1983, Supreme Court justices 
62,500; Appellate Court justices 
62,500; trial court judges 60,000. 


Nebraska: Effective January 6, 
1983, Supreme Court justices 
48,314.80; District Court judges 
44,691.19; Juvenile Court: judges 
44,691.19; County Court judges 
41,067.58; Municipal Court judges 
41,067.58; Workmen’s Compensa- 
tion Court judges 41,067.58. These 
salaries are based on a formula 
adopted by the legislature setting Ju- 
venile and District Court judges’ sal- 
aries at 92.5 percent of the Supreme 
Court justices and all others at 85 
percent of Supreme Court justices. 


' 
Nevada: As of January 1, 1983, Su- 
preme Court chief justice’ and asso- 
ciate justices 61,500; District Court 
judges 56,000. 


North Dakota: Effective January 1, 

1983, County Court judges will re- 
place all judges of County Courts of 
Increased Jurisdiction, County Court 
judges, and county: justices. Their 
salaries on that date will be a mini- 
mum of 43,010, and a maximum of 
45,540, as determined by the boards 
of county commissioners. 


Ohio: Effective January 1, 1983, 
Supreme Court chief justice 67,000, 
associate justices 63,000; Court of 
Appeals justices 59,000; Court of 
Common Pleas judges 45,000 to 
55,500. : 
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Pennsylvania: Legislation has been _ 
introduced that would increase ju- 

‘dicial salaries by 6% at the end of 
1983 and another 6% at the. end of 


-1984. 


South Carolina: A 2 percent in- 
crease has been authorized by the 
Budget and Control Board, effective 
December 17, 1982: Supreme Court 
chief justice 67,859, associate jus- 
tices 60,122; Circuit Court judges 
60,122; Family Court judges 51,595; 


“court administrator 46,344. 


Puerto Rico: A proposal is before 
the legislature to increase salaries as 
follows: effective 1983-84, Supreme 
Court chief justice 48,000, associate 
justices 47,400; Superior Court 


- judges’38,000; District Court judges 


34,000; Municipal Court judges 
23,000 up to 24,000 in four years. 


Appendix S 


THE CASE FOR 


MISSOURI JUDICIAL 
SALARY INCREASES 


A Report by the 
Coalition Committee on 
Judicial Compensation © 


uoyesuedwog jeloipnr 


Co-Chairmen: 


Willard B. Bunch, President Major W. Park, Jr, President 
The Kansas City Bar Association The Lawyers Association of Kansas City 


December 2, 1982 


To the Honorable Christopher S. Bond, Governor, Members, 
Missouri General Assembly 
and 
The Missouri Advisory Commission on State Sovernment 
Recruitment, Retention and Compensation: 


The period of years “since 1978 marks continued unprece- 
dented inflationary pressures in the U.S. economy: Salaries’ 
that have not increased approximately in line with the rate 
of inflation have resulted in some categéries of employees 


suffering actual losses in purchasing power during these years. 


Nowhere is this more evident than in the case of Missouri 
judges, whose salaries even after a 3.8% raise in 1982 had 
the purchasing power of only 67% of what their salaries would 
purchase in 1978. It* should be further noted that the 1982 
raise was the first for Supreme, Appellate and Circuit Court 
Judges since 1978. Missouri, therefore, was the last state 
in the Union to grant its judges a raise and the raise given 
was the smallest of any state. Judges, who expect by their 
public service to make some personal sacrifice are being asked. 
to sacrifice more than virtually every ether category of public 
servant. very few employees anywhere have received only one 


raise in the last five years. 
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Judges are all the more aware of the extent of their sac- 
rifice by knowledge of the acute disparity that exists between 
their salaries and their earning capabilities in the private 
practice of law. They enter judgeship ‘as a career with no 
assurance of promotion. Unlike other public, servants, judges 
expect not to return to private employment and are required 


to sacrifice all clientele. 


The dilemma confronting Missouri as a result of the fail- 
ure to provide equitable salaries for Missouri judges is that 
competent judges with many ‘jeaia experience increasingly are 
being lured into private practice, thus depriving the public 


of their judicial experience and competency. 


Several experienced judges have resigned: in recent months, 
citing financial conditions as one of the primary. factors in 
their decisions. Even as the General Assembly debates judicial 
Salary increases, other judges are making their plans to return 
to the practice of law. Obviously, and unfortunately, the 
“judges most apt to resign are those who are the most experi- 
enced and competent, for whom success in private practice would 
be assured. Many judges with ten or fifteen years on the 
bench, perhaps facing the pressures of financing college educa- 
tion expenses for their children, are keenly aware of their 
ability to earn far greater income in the private employment 


market. 


On October 8, 1982, Willard B. Bunch, President of the 
Kahsas City Bar Association, and Major W. Park, Jr., President 
of The Lawyers Association of Kansas City, announced the for- 
mation of a coalition committee initially comprised of the 
Kansas City Bar Association, Lawyers Association of Kansas 
City, Jackson County Bar Association, Eastern Jackson County 
- Bar Association and the Women's Bar Association to study judi- 
cial salaries in Missouri. Subsequently, numerous other local, 
voluntary bar associations across the state “have joined the 
coalition. The mandate to the Coalition was to consider the 
serious problem of inadequate state judicial salaries. Messrs. 
Bunch and Park described the problem as two-pronged: 

For the lawyer who is in a successful 
practice, accepting judicial office may 
mean accepting a significant cut in in- 
come; for the competent judge, who must 
await. infrequent and often small salary 
adjustments, serving in public office be- 
comes a financial burden. 

The Coalition undertook to study the problem of the inad- 
equacy of judicial salaries, including the present methods of 
compensating state court judges, the historical basis for de- 


termining the rates of compensation and financial independence 


for the judiciary in the future. 


The Coalition was helped immensely by the Midwest Research 
Institute, Kansas City, Missouri. The economic data compiled 


and analyzed by Midwest Research Institute formed the core of 


the case for increased judicial salaries and. are published 


elsewhere in this volume. 


“> As the présidents of voluntary membership local bar asso- 
‘ciations ‘in Missouri, we consider that an: ‘obligation rests on 
us to warn the General Assembly and the public, respectfully 
but unmistakably, that the quality of justice in Missouri is 
becoming seriously undermined by the lack of adequate compensa- 

“ tion for our judges.. We beseech the members. of the General 
Assenbly to recognize the irreparable harm that is not only a 
possibility, but a .likelihood, if economic relief is not 


granted immediately for the judiciary. 


We urge each member of the General Assembly to support 
legislation which will represent an effort, backed by sound 
economic research, to restore the’ judiciary to the position . 
of equity it would have attained if regular salary increases 


had been granted over the years, 


Failure to provide relief will have a profound effect on 

our ability to keep competent judges on the bench and attract 

: capable, experienced lawyers to judicial office. The impact 

on the quality of the judiciary will be felt in just a few 
years and could last for decades. . ; 


Sincerely yours, 


CLAY COUNTY BAR ASSOCIATION 
David Russell, Pres. 


EASTERN JACKSON COUNTY BAR ASSOCIATION 
Brian Warr, Pres. . 


JACKSON COUNTY BAR ASSOCIATION 
Kit Carson Roque, Jr., Pres. 


KANSAS CITY BAR ASSOCIATION 
‘Willard Bunch, Pres. 
R. Lawrence Ward, Pres. Elect 
Bobbie L. Hunsperger, Exec. Dir. 


LACLEDE COUNTY BAR ASSOCIATION 
Darrell Deputy, Jr., Pres. 


LAWYERS .ASSOCIATION.OF KANSAS CITY 
Major W. Park, Jr., Pres. 
William B. Kircher, Vice Pres. 


. MISSOURI ASSOCIATION OF TRIAL ATTORNEYS 
William McCaffree, Pres. 


“BAR ASSOCIATION OF METROPOLITAN ST. LOUIS 
Charles P. Todt, Pres. 
Maury Poscover, Pres. Elect 
Ken Klein, Exec. Dir. 


WOMEN LAWYERS ASSOCIATION OF GREATER ST. LOUIS 


Joan M. Burger, Pres. 
Mary Sleater, Pres. Elect 


This is only a partial list of local bar associations who support the 
Coalition Committee on Judicial Compensation. 


the process of getting membership approval for this coalition. 
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Other bar associations are in 


"The Bar feels it has an obligation to warn the General 
Assembly and the public, respectfully but unmistakably, 
that the quality of justice in Missouri is becoming 
seriously undermined by the lack of adequate compensation 
for our judges." 


Coalition on Judicial ‘Compensation 
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WHY ARE JUDGES RESIGNING? 


WHY SHOULD TOP LAWYERS SEEK TO SERVE 
IN THE JUDICIARY? 


IF MISSOURI JUDGES’ SALARIES HAD GROWN IN 
LINE WITH THE SALARIES OF THE AVERAGE FULL- 
TIME WAGE AND SALARY WORKER IN THE U.S. 
SINCE 1978 JUDGES WOULD BE EARNING 31.5% 
MORE THAN THEY ARE TODAY. 


A JUDGE'S SALARY TODAY HAS THE PURCHASING 
POWER OF ONLY 67% OF WHAT IT WAS {N 1978 


A JUDGE PRESIDING IN A COURTROOM IS PAID 46% 

OF WHAT THE AVERAGE LAW PARTNER MAKES...AND ONLY 
33 1/3% OF THE INCOME OF THE MOST SUCCESSFUL LAWYERS 
APPEARING IN THE COURTROOM. 


IF THE PRESENT TREND. CONTINUES, IN LESS THAN A 
DECADE JUDGES WILL BE EARNING LESS THAN THE LEAST 
EXPERIENCED AND LEAST SUCCESSFUL LAWYERS IN THE 
LEGAL PROFESSIONS. THIS LEADS MANY TO FAIRLY 
* CONCLUDE: WHY SHOULD A JUDGE REMAIN A JUDGE, 
AND WHY SHOULD THE BEST LAWYERS BECOME A JUDGE? 


COALITION COMMITTEE ON JUDICIAL SALARIES 


Report of the 
Coalition Committee on Judicial Compensation 

A highly qualified and independent judiciary is a matter 
of primary concern of the people of Missouri. At the heart 
of our system of justice is the competency of the men and women 
who, as judges, dispense justice within the structure of our 
system of government. : , 

If the judiciary is to continue to carry out its critical 
role in our society, it is imperative that the State of Mis- 
souri have judges who possess a thorough knowledge and under- 
standing of the law, the abilities dnd character traits neces- 
sary to employ skill and discretion in the application of the 
law, and a complete understanding of the law's social and eco- 
nomic effects upon society generally. The’ laws promulgated 
by our General Assembly would have little utility if they were 
not construed by able and fair-minded judges who act both as 
protectors of society at large and also insure and Protect the 


personal rights of each ofus. 
AN INTELLECTUAL CRISIS 


Every responsible person or committee that has considered 


the problem agrees that the present pay levels and method of 
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compensation for Missouri judges are inadequate, and that some- 
thing must be done immediately to remedy this situation if 
the people of Missouri are to be assured of the ability to 


attract and retain qualified judges. . 


The Committee recognizes that monetary benefits are not 
the only attraction of public service and that complete parity 
with salaries paid by private law firms is neither possible 
nor desirable. Nevertheless, compensation levels today have 
fallen below. the Point where. they provide adequate monetary . 
recognition of the importance of the role filled by the Mis- 
souri judiciary. The economic sacrifice being demanded of- 
state judges is compounded by high inflation. The inadequate 
salaries now being paid ‘to state judges will, if allowed to 
écntdnué at, the same level, result ultimately in a judiciary 
dominated by the independently wealthy who are willing to ac- 
cept tow salaries, or by the inexperienced oe incompetent who 
cannot expect to be better compensated in’ the private sector. 
In order to attract and keep the best judges, the State must 
be at least somewhat competitive with the private sector. As 
‘the situtation now stands, the State is not at all competitive 
with comparable private employment. The result of this failure 
to keep pace with the cost of living is increasing dissatisfac- 


tion among the judiciary. 
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‘ THE ECONOMICS OF JUDICIAL SERVICE . 


"THE EARNINGS OF THE AVERAGE FULL-TIME WORKER IN THE U.S. 
~ HAVE GROWN 35.3% SINCE 1978. IN CONTRAST, MISSOURI JUDGES HAVE 
RECEIVED A 3.8% INCREASE DURING THE SAME TIME PERIOD. JUST TO” 
KEEP UP WITH THE AVERAGE WORKER JUDGES WOULD NEED TO BE 
EARNING 31.5% MORE THAN THEY ARE NOW," 


according to Dr. A. E. Vandegrift, Vice President, Social and 
Engineering Systems Group, Midwest Research Institute. Vande-~ 
- grift conducted an economic study for the Coalition on Judicial 


Compensation. 


Dr. Vandegrift's study shows circuit judges have received. 
only a 3.8% increase in salaries since 1978, while the Consumer 
Price Index has increased 50.2%. This means that in terms of 
‘1978 dollars, circuit court judges are now. making the equiva- 
lent of only $31,160 before taxes. To merely restore these 

: individuals to their gross income in 1978 would “yaqaive a sal- 
ary increase of $20,841. During this period, the average full- 
time wage and salary worker in the U.S. has experienced a 35.3% 


. increase in earnings. In this environment, the General Assem- 
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bly must ask itself whether Missouri's judges are now worth 


31% less than they were five years ago. 


The study found that Missouri judges are paid 46% of what 
the average-income southwest law partner earns and only one- 
third the income of the most successful lawyers appearing in 

, their courtrooms. The wide disparity between judicial salaries 
and the private.sector has become unreasonably disproportion- 
ate. At the same time the duties of the judiciary and the 
expectations.of the public with respect to their quality and 
funétions have been increased substantially in the last several 
years. The resulting situation is both inequitable and un- — 
healthy. Although ascendancy to the judiciary still represents 


an, element of sacrifice, this element must not be so great as 


to deter qualified individuals from seeking office. 


If the present trend continues, in less than a decade, 
judges will be earning less than the least experienced and 
least successful lawyers. There still will be plenty of appli- 
cants for judicial office, but for the most part, they will not 
be the top quality lawyers our system of justice deserves and 


demands. 


a See the appendix section, infra, which details the 


increased administrative and judicial burden created by recent 
statutory enactments. 


Other states have been more sensitive uad responsive to 
this issue. For exanpie; an Illinois circuit: court judge will 
receive a salary of $65,000 in 1983. In addition, many states, 
such as California and Tennessee, have implemented a cost-of- ; 

: living adjustment program for state court judges. Other 
states, such as Arizona, have removed this politically sensi- 
tive issue from the political process through periodic reviews . 


by non-political salary commissions. 


The Governor and Missouri General Assembly must confront 
this serious problem by significantly increasing judicial sal- 
aries: immediately and by establishing a method for continuing 
review of judicial salaries. Our state court judges’ should not 
be placed in the position of having to lobby the General Assem- 
bly for! salary adjustments each year as their salaries are 


eroded by an inflationary economy. 


Because judicial salaries are only infrequently increased 
(about ‘etiee every 3 or 4 years on the average), the increase 
appears to be a rather dramatic sum when it does come. This 
is an acute distortion of reality, because the amount of the 
Srictenee, spread over the years, if it were gradual, would be 


clearly not very substantial. 
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During the 1970's and so far in the 1980's, a record 31 
Federal judges resigned their positions, in most cases making 
it clear that their reasons, in large part, were financial. If 
this phenomenon is to be avoided in Missouri, immediate steps 
must be taken-to assure that our: state court judges will not 
be compelled to resign simply ‘because of inadequate compensa- - 
tion. -A procedure whereby judicial salaries are ‘periodically 
reviewed is essential; ideally, the state judiciary should 
receive automatic, annual adjustments based on increases in 
the employment cost index. Under the present system judicial 
salary increases are provided infrequently and in ‘insufficient . 


amounts. 


IMPACT ON ‘THE COURTS 


141 THERE HAVE’ BEEN NUMEROUS RESIGNATIONS FROM THE JUDICIAL BRANCH 


OF STATE GOVERNMENT AS A RESULT OF THE DISPARITY BETWEEN THE LEVELS 


OF COMPENSATION PROVIDED BY THE STATE AS COMPARED TO THE PRIVATE 
SECTOR: « 1 


Governor CHarstopuER..S...BOND 


Missouri judges, some of our most talented jurists, are 
beginning to resign from the bench to return to the private 
practice of law where their earning potential far exceeds judi- 


cial compensation. In the last year, three outstanding judges, 


*"S=13 


John Bardgett of the Missouri Supreme Court, Paul Vardeman in 
Jackson County and Charles Elliott- in Johnson County, cited 
economic reasons when they resigned. Between them they had 


43 years of judicial experience. 


In addition to the resignation of these experienced 
judges, there will be more in the months ahead. Unfortunately, 
the judges most likely to resign are the one who are the most 
talented and thus will be assured a successful law practice. 
Typically, the judge who resigns is at mid-career with ten or | 
more years of experience on the bench and with children of 
college ‘age. The decision to resign is reached ‘at the point 
at which the economic sacrifice of public service must be bal- 


anced against the economic welfare of the family. At age 45 


er 50, an experienced judge has much to offer a law firm. 


Who loses in this scenario? The people of Missouri lose, 
because this experienced judge also has’much to offer the pub- 


lic. 


Citizens have every right to expect competence in the 
judiciary. When a citizen comes to-court to pursue a matter 
of legal principle, to seek damages in an accident suit, _ 
to enforce a-contract, the judge conducting the proceeding is 


expected to possess superlative legal skill and knowledge. 
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The judge is the person upon whom we place responsibility for 


insuring the highest ideal of our society: justice. 


Why should a competent judge remain a judge, and why should the 


best lawyers become judges? 


Judges last received a salary increase in January, 1978. 
Because their salaries are set by the General Assembly, judges 
must await salary increases until the General Assembly feels 
the political climate is right. Salary increases are infre- 
quent and the result is that ‘the judicial compensation is not 
conhenecrake with the degree of, responsibility and skill re- 


quired for the job. 


Without ‘an "immediate increase in.salaries for the judica- 

ary and a method of periodic.salary review, the outlook for 
" the judiciary is bleak. We recognize that public service re- 
quires personal sacrifice and salaries should not be equal to 
top salaries in the private sector. The job of judge carries 
with it prestige and other benefits. But the sacrifice has 
become too great to insure that citizens of Missouri will con- 
tinue to have experienced and competent judges willing to serve 
the court system. Missouri must offer higher pay if it expects 
first rate lawyers to accept judicial appointments. To do 


less is neither just nor sound public administration. 
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The determination of appropriate salary levels for 
positions in any field involves a complexity of factors. 
The state judiciary is no exception. General guidelines 
usually suggest that a salary reflect the level of 
responsibility a job entails and the condition of the 
"marketplace". It is commonly agreed that competitive 
salaries, or other forms of compensation, attract the 
"best" applicants. * : 


SURVEY OF JUDICIAL SALARIES : 
Published by the National Center for 
State Courts 


May 1982 ; Volume 8 No. 2 


Since 1978 the Consumer Price Index has increased by 50.2%, 
while Missouri judicial salaries have increased only 
3.8% - a substantial decline in real income. 


To keep up with the increase in earnings of the average 
full-time wage and salary worker, Missouri judges would 
need to be earning 31.5% more than their present salary. 


A Missouri judge earns only 46% as much as the average 
southwest law partner and only one-third as much as the 
most successful trial lawyers. 


Dr. A. E. Vandegrift 

Vice President, Social and 
- Engineering System Group 

Midwest Research Institute 

Kansas City, Missouri 7 
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ECONOMIC STUDY 
INTRODUCTION 


On the following pages are graphs and charts that deline- 
ate the recent salary history of the Missouri judiciary. See 


Figures 1 through 4 and Tables I and II. 


Table I presents the salaries of Missouri judges and com- 
pares them ona yearly basis with other workers and the consum- 
er price index. This table also provides the average increase 
in salary per year for each of these categories. The average 
annual increase of 0.95% for Missouri judges since 1978 is 


substantially lower than any other category. 


Table II compares Missouri judges with other white collar 
workers in the United States and further illustrates how Mis- 
souri judges lag behind other professionals in salary in- 


creases. 


Figure 1 demonstrates that in the past 4 years Missouri 
judge's salary increases have not kept pace with other workers 
mationally or regionally. This dramatic difference is further 
illustrated in Figure 2 when salary increases are compared 


with the percentage increase in the consumer price index during 
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these same years. While other salaries represented in Fig- 
ures 1 and 2 have risen at a faster rate to keep up with infla- 
tion, Missouri judge's salaries have decreased at a much faster 


rate in terms of real income. 


The average full-time worker in -the United States has 
experienced a steady and substantial yearly increase ‘in salary 
since 1978, as illustrated in Table 3, while Missouri judge's 
salaries remained the same from 1978 up until 1982 when they 


received a 3.8% increase. . 


The comparison of salaries of Missouri judges with salar- 
ies of law firm partners is most revealing because of the di- 
"rect correlation between the experience and. responsibilities 
of these private practitioners and the requisite qualities 
for service in the judiciary. In fact, most judicial candi- 
dates are drawn from this group and the disparities in salaries 
graphically show why fewer of these experienced, successful 
lawyers will be available for judicial service. Figure 4 rep- 
resents - those lawyers in the southwest that Missouri judges 
must often are chosen from. This chart clearly shows the ef- 


fect of experience on attorney's salaries in 1981. 


Ideally, judges should come from the most competent and 


experienced lawyers. The average income of partners in the 
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southwest is $113,671 with those in the upper quartile making 
$156,000 a year. .It.is apparent, therefore, that. judges in 


Missouri are substantially underpaid. 


Research and: analysis of all data in the fallowing pages 
were provided by Dr. A. E. Vandegrift, Vice President, Social 
and ‘Engineering Systems Group, Midwest Research Institute, 


Kansas City. 
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EARNINGS OF MISSOURI JUDGES COMPARED WITH OTHER WORKERS 


Full-Time 
ze ’ Professional . Wage * Consumer 
a Missouri Judges : U.S. Corporate - and Technical and Salary _ Price 
Supreme Appellate Circuit - District Attorneys 4 * Workers 4 Worker d Tndex - 
Year Court Court Court ~ Judge (Level vip? in U.S. in U.S. U.S. 
1969 $26,500 $25,000 ~—- $21, 500” $40,000 $29,424 $8,684 $ 6,292 109.8 
1970 26,500 25 ,000 21,500 é 40,000 33,036 9,412 - 6,760 116.3 
1971 26,500 25,000 21,500 40,000 33,372 9,828 7,176- 121.3 
1972 26,500 25,000 21,500 40,000 34,824. 9,984 7,488 125.2 
1973 31,500 30,000 28,000 40,000 37,044 : 11,024 8,268 133.1 
1974 31,500- 30,000 28,000 40,000 - 38,184 11,856 8,788 | 147.7 
1975 31,500 30,000 28,000 42,000 41,040 12,792 9,620 161.2 
1976 36,500 34,000 31,000 . 42,000 43,752 13,312 10,244 — 170.5 
1977 36,500 34,000 31,000 : 54,000 46,512 14,404 11,024 181.5 
” 4978 50,000 47,500 45,000 54,000 51,804 15,288 11,804 195.3 
1979 50,000 47,500 45 ,000 61,500 56,964 16,465 12,688 217.7 
1980 50,000 47,500 45 ,000 67,100 60,636 17,996 © 13,832 247.0 
1981 50,000 47,500 45,000 3 70,300 66,958 - 19,228* 15,028 272.3 
1982 51,840 49,290 46,740 70,300 _ 16,202 20,545* 16, 162* 293.3 
Annual Average Rate of Growth ° 
1969-1982 5.35% 5.85% 6.15% 4.45% 7.61% 6.85% 7.55% 8.55% 
1978-1982 0.95% 0.95%" 0.95% 6.79% 10.11% 7.59% P 8.18% 10.67% 


Source: Midwest Research Institute. 
Notes: 


Salaries of Missouri Judges from the Missouri Revised Statues for years 1967-1980. Changes in salary levels 
were approved in 1967, 1972, 1975, and 1977 and became effective at a later date. ‘ 
The salaries of Circuit Court Judges varied in 1969 to 1972 depending on the population of counties in cir- 
cuit. Salaries range from $20,000 to $23,000. $21,500 is the mean. 
“ULS. District Judge salary dala obtained from the U.S. Department of Justice. 
Salaries obtained from the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS). 


* 


Indicates salary for that year has been estimated based on annual average rate of growth since 1969. 


TABLE II 


WHITE COLLAR SALARIES, MARCH 1982 
(Percent Increase in Average Salaries, 
Selected Occupations, 

1978 to 1982) 


1978 to ‘1982 


Occupation : Percent Increase 
Professional, Administrative, 

and Technical Support: ~ . 
Accountants 34.2 © 
Chief Accountants - 36.7 
Auditors. ° 32.9 
Job Analysts . 30.8 
Directors of Personnel 36:6 
Attorneys - 35.2 
Buyers - 33.2 
Chemists 34.2 
Engineers 35.1 
Engineering Techniciai 34.0 
Drafters 2 : 33.9 


Missouri Judges 
Supreme Court 3.8 
Appellate Court . 3.8 
Circuit Court 3.8 


Source: Midwest Research Institute. 


8 _White collar salary data obtained from Bureau of © : 
Statistics. . 
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FIGURE 1, COMPARISON OF SALARY INCREASES, 1978 - 1982 


City Employees, Kansas City, Missouri te 


Average Full-Time, 
Wage & Salary Worker = U.S.* 


“Projected estimate based on BLS cvercge 
onnual increase 1978~ 1981 


Source: Midwest Research Institute. 
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Percent 


FIGURE 2. INCREASE IN MISSOURI JUDICIARY SALARIES, 1978-1982 
COMPARISON WITH RELEVANT SEGMENTS IN SOCIETY 
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* Projected estimete based on 8LS average 
annual inerecse 1978- 1981 


Source: Midwest Research Institute 
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FIGURE 3. EARNINGS OF MISSOURI JUDGES COMPARED WITH 
. ALL WORKERS IN U.S., 1978-1982 
(EARNINGS INDEXED TO 1978) 
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Scurce: Miéwest Reseerch Institute s_o4 


FIGURE 4. COMPARISON OF MISSOURI JUDGES SALARIES 
WITH PRIVATE ATTORNEYS, BASED UPON YEARS 
OF EXPERIENCE, 1981 
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Income, 
Missouri Judges 


10 26-30 
Yeors Experience* 


* These years represent the age tange where most Missouri judges come from. 
Income data for attorneys was obtained from Altman & Weil Inc. Publications, 
The Survey of Law Firm Economics (1975-1981), Southwest region. 


Source: Midwest Research Institute 


IMPACT ON JUDICIAL TIME AND RESPONSIBILITY 


(statistics are derived from [6th Judicial Circuit numbers, 


I. GENERAL BACKGROUND 
CURRENT AND CONTINUI 


years 1977 through 1981, unless noted otherwise) 
INFLUENCING FACTOR(S) 


NG TRENDS 


Litigious Propensity of Society Has created an ever-inéreasing 


court caseload: 


1) Circuit case £ ‘lings 


increased 21% in last 5 years - 


2) Associate. circuit case 


have increased 34% from 1978 to 


1981 
3) Jury trials increased 20% in ‘Last 
5 years 
Complexity of Litigation Rise of complicated and unusual 


Rise of Specific Classes of 


Litigation 


litigation and demise of 
complicated personal injury 


case: 


1) pre-trial motions increase 


volume and: complexity 


2) expert witness. testimony 
required ~~ ; 


3) intricate and specialized subject 
matters with which a judge must 


familiarize himself, 
routinely involved 


numbers to safeguard basic rights: 


1) 42 U.S.C. Section 
proceedings 


2) — employee/employer relations 


actions 
Necessitate greater judicial time per 


"Civil Rights" orientation continually 
encourages litigation in increasing 


Civic Responsibilities 


"“Consumer"' actions-have given rise to 
complex and intricate litigation, 
including the expanding area of 


- products liability. 


"“Asbestosis'' claims-lengthy litigation 


. Which requires detailed medical and 


expert testimony 


“Hyatt'' cases, construction cases, 
business litigation-highly involved,: 


‘multiple . party actions requiring 


voluminous pre-trial proceedings and 
the development of expertise in variety 
of areas. Examples: Vollenweider 
Lexington Farms, Inc. v. Rohn and Hass 
Co., et. al, products liability 
litigation involving eight-week trial; 
Plainview Farms, Inc. v. Allied Mills, 
Inc., et. al, breach of warranty and 
misrepresentation claims rising out of 
contract for the sale of swine, 
two-month plus trial 


Sophisticated criminal charges. 
Example: State of Missouri y. Russell 
Phillips, criminal charge involving 
nine counts relating to confidence 
game, trial expected to last six to 
nine months 


Participation. in communi ty creates 
enlarging demands on judiciary: 


1) Speaking engagements 

2) ‘Bar Association involvement 

3) Membership on Supreme Court 
Committees relating to the 


administration of the courts, 
i.e., budget, records, data’ 


processing 

4) | Committee memberships and 
advisory relationships 

5) Seminar, trial and CLE 
participation 

6) Assistance with community 


voluntary agencies and groups 
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II. LEGAL BASES 


"Court Reform Act!’ (L. 1978 H.B. Has resulted in an increase in 


1634; Mo. Const. of 1945, art. 
v (1876)) 


"Smalls Claims Court'-Chapter 
482 R.S.Mo. 1978 (L. 1976 H.B. 
1317 § 1098, A.L. 1978 H.B. 
1634 A-L. 1982 S.B. 497) 


Small Claims Jurisdictional 
Increase to $1,000.00 (S.B. 497, 
Section 482.305 (1982)) 


"Adult Abuse''-Chapter 455 
R.S.Mo. Supp. 1981 (L. 
1980 S.B. 524) 


Child Support Enforcement 
Services-Section 207.025 R.S.Mo. 
1978 (L. 1977 H.B. 601, A.L. 
1978 H.B. 1121 & 1257, A.L. 
1982 S.B. 468) 


administrative and supervisory duties 

of the court en banc, and in particular 
the presiding judge, infringing on time 
otherwise available for judicial 
responsibilities. 


Created an entirely new quasi-court 


“system necessitating court hearings and” 


judicial consideration and active 


involvement in claims prosecuted and 


defended by pro se litigants which, 
because of their pro se nature, require 
more lengthy and active involvement by 
the judiciary. Also has resulted in 
Tumerous pro se trials de 
involving extra judicial effort. Small 
claims filings have increased 72% in 
the last S-year period. 


novo, 


It is anticipated that the increase in 
the small claims jurisdictional limit’ 
will result in greater mumbers of small 
claims filings. Of the small claims 
filings between. 8/13/82 and 10/2/82 in 
the 16th Judicial Circuit, 35% 
Tequested an amount between $500.00 and 
$1,000.00. The number of filings since 
August 13, 1982; represents a 37% 
increase in monthly filings over last 
year's figures. 


The Adult Abuse Act created an entirely 
new type of proceeding. It permits pro 
se litigation, involving an ex parte 
and full judicial hearing as well as 
the possibility for continuing 
subsequent hearings. 


Established active child support 
enforcement program by prosecuting 
attorney resulting in heavy judicial 


burden. Show cause proceedings 
increased 661% in the past 5-year 
period. Child Support collections have 


correspondingly increased 279% in the 
past 5-year period. : 


"Trusteeships"-Section 
452.345 R.S.Mo. 1978 as 
amended by S.B. 468 (1982) 


"Income Assignments"-Section 
452.350 R.S.Mo: 1978 as | 
‘amended by S.B. 468 (1982): 


"Uniform Child Custody 
Jurisdiction Act"'-452.440- 
452.550 R.S.Mo. 1978 and Supp. 
1981 (L. 1978 H.B.- 914 

A.L. 1979 S.B. 154) 


"Comprehensive Psychiatric 
Services" Act-Chapter 632 
R.S.Mo. Supp. 1981 (L. 1980) 


"Foster Care''-House Bill Nos. 
1171, 1173, 1306 & 1643 
Sections 210.710, .720, .730 
(1982) 


"Speedy Trial" Act-Section 
547.780-R.S.Mo. 1978 (R-S.Mo. 
1939, A.L. 1977 H.B. 241) 


Requires the court to establish 
trusteeships in domestic actions 

upon request. The mandatory nature of 
this law will result in increased 
Teferrals to the prosecuting attoruey 
and an increase in enforcement 
proceedings. 


Mandatory and complex income assignment 
proceedings will necessitate Tepeated 
court hearings and review. — 


Requires expanded exercise of - 
jurisdiction in custody matters, 
involving court hearings to 
establish or modify custody 
decrees. 


Probate divisions have incurred greater 


" responsibilities in regard to civil 


detention proceedings: court hearings 
are more involved, evidence is more 
voluminous and complex, and a sequence 
of subsequent hearings is required 


New provisions mandating regular and 
continuing dispositional hearings and 
Teview regarding children placed in 
foster care homes will place a large 
burden on juvenile divisions. As of 
October 15, 1982,. the 16th Judicial 
Circuit Court, Juvenile Division, 
counted 750 foster care proceedings 
entitled to judicial consideration. 


Necessity of criminal trial within 180 
days of arraignment imposes increased 
judicial constraints, i.e., the law 
encourages pre-trial motions, as well 
as forcing cases to trial. 


"[riving While Intoxicated''- 
Senate Bill 513 (1982) 


"Sovereign Immmity''-Sections 
537.600, .610 R.S.Mo. 1978 
(L. 1978 H.B. 1650), Owen v. 


City of Independence, 445 U.S. 


i Will require court review prior to 


Teissuance of driver's license after 
twice convicted of laws ‘relating to 
driving while intoxicated; it is 
expected that the expanded 
d.w.i.-related offenses will result. in 
an increase in trials. 


The. diminishing application of 
sovereign immunity has prompted 
increased litigation against 
governmental entities. 
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STATISTICAL INFORMATION 


Small Claims Filings: 


STATEWIDE ° 1977 1982" -$ increase 
Circuit, Judges : 126 ; : 132 ey - 6% 
Magistrate Judges/Associate 160 170 6% 
Circuit Judges 
JACKSON_COUNTY 1977 1981 $ increase 
Jury Trials: + ; 372 ” 445 ; 20% 
Circuit Filings: : Te gee 
Criminal 1,553 2,094 
Civil 4,480 5,417 
Domestic relations 6,891 7,494 
Motions to modify 1,128 1,301. 
Show cause ° 339 2,579 
-Municipal appeal 1,539 1,415 
Juvenile 3,610 3,319 
Total: 19,340 73,618 
1977 © 1978 1981 increase % increase. 
(Magistrate) : > T78=8I) (77-81) 
Associate Filings: . ® 
Civil 17,715 22,858 29% : 
Criminal-felonies 39,918 4,262 4,333 2% 25% 
Misemeanor & traffic 14,976 22,904 53% 
Small Claims 1,107 1,755 1,906 9% 72% 
Total: . 38,728 32,001 Key TH 
1980 181 1982-Sept. 9, 1982 
Adult, Abuse Filings: 47 lee 


8/13/82 through 10/2/82 
327 filed- See in new jurisdicticnal range ($500-$1,0600) 


“While government can never match the private sector for elected and 
cabinet salaries, and should not, the present system of compensating these 
officials is unfair, illogical and short-sighted. In the long run, it will drive 
the best people from government, encouraging the filling of important 
posts by the inexperienced, the mediocre or the wealthy. \We would nat 
tolerate this in our private lives and | fail to see why we tolerate it in our 
public lives.” 


Governor James R. Thompson, ILLINOIS . 
August 27, 1981 
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Oecamber 14, 1981 
MISSOURI TIMES 


As we seeit 


+ Ideally the ranks of the judiciary ought {o be filled with the cream of the 
legal profession. Citizens who-come before the courts, as weil as the lawyers 
who represent them, ‘must have well-placed confidence in the ability and 
character cf the jadges & before whom they appear. To ensure that such is the 
case, it is crucial lo the inlegrity of the judicial system that the most highly 
‘Qualified attorneys be attracted lo serve. 

Despite this practically se'-evident proposition, the salaries of Missouri 
judges have been frozen since 1977. They have not even been granted routine 
annual pay increases awarded to virtually all other state employees. It's nice 
to think that.2 sense of public service slanc wil! lure the most worthy 

sfandidates to the bench. This, however, cannot realistically be expected. 

No one hus been immune to the effects of inflation over the past four years, 
including judges. ‘To expect the best and the brightest of the legal profession 
to’ exist on static incomes and to forgo the ever increesing eompensation of. 
their peers in private practice {s simply asking too much. 
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The bench: Can lawyers afford the honor? 


By Ron Ostretf 

: Lagal Aiaie Winer 
After 11% years a3 an associate district judge for 
‘County, Charles A. Elliott decided that he 


” . ore were ; 

Ud of his family. “We had to cut down oa a lot of 
ings. My wife had to go back to work full ume asa 
vacher for: the first time in 10 years. And J was 
arting to get into debt." 

‘Alter leaving the court July 21, Eliott joined Mar. 
‘n Laboratories of Kansaa City as assistant general 
nuagel for almost double the $35,300 ha was making 


4a fudge. 
Elliot is one of a growing oumber of state and 
eral judges who have lelt the judiciary for a cor- 


times as much in private practice. a 
In 1900 a U.S: district judge earned 
‘vo.200, With a family of four, a judge 


because of financial problems. He 
said be left the bench in April 1978 
Decause “living on my ($43,000) sal- 
ary with six children was: impoasi- 


at 
i 
I 
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iy 
oH 
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poration or private practice rather than try to 
increases 


port 2 family on a salary that rarely 
inflation. 


7 Administrative Office of the U.S. Courts hav 


‘suggested buge increases for federal judge, 


Menlo inthe iss, 24 federal faignn sais 
judicial administrators say Joseph ‘director of the Wi 
gta Gace OF eet omer foe Ua mee 
dont seek judge- “There were probebiy only about half a dozen resig, 
shipa because sal Friday nations in the previous decade.” 

usually are “This is a new phenomenoo for us,” Spaniol said 
iste | Journal “We neved had judges resign in any oumbers be 
of a partner in a cause of low salaries. But in the 13708 a mumber of 
major law firm. er putty sid that wast reason they wer 
‘The number of judicial resignations is growing ¥ 

gh salaries for many state juiges, iniuding  Spaniol sxid studies show that lawyers in thé 
those in Kansas and Missouri, have been raised in Same age group as federal judges earn about three 
recent years. and nation 1 lawyers’ groups and the ‘See SALARIES, Page A. Col. 


the 
leas 
Sn tring, can 
people as juiges —not people who are 
Tetiring attorneys planning to spend 
thei: last years winding down on the 
‘bench. But bow 
toichatnmney woo ls naling 000 
oF $100,000 a year to take a job that 
"Pith we want to attract the top legal 


talent, we are going to have to 
well.” 
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Blue-ribbon panel to consider 
broad range of state salary hikes 


By VIRGINIA YOUNG 


JEFFERSON CITY — An advisory com- 
mission ordered by Gov. Kit Bond could 
give new impetus to proposed pay hikes for 
legislators, statewide elected officials. 
judges, law enforcement personnel and 
high-level state employees. 

. Saying stagnant salaries are hurting the 
state's ability to keep competent staff on 
the payroll, Bond announced formation of 
a l@member, dlue-ribbon panel. 

Bond will name five members to the 
commission, while Senate President Pro 
Tem Norman Merrell and House Speaker 


Bob Griffin each will appoint three. 


Missouri Supreme Court Chief Justice 
Robert Donnelly, who last week urged. 
Bond to establish such a commission, also 
will name three members. 

Bond's formation of a similar group 2t 


‘the tail end of his first term in December _ 
1976 led to the last wave of pay hikes for 


most top state posts. i 
Those raises. approved by the General 
Assembly in 1577, lifted salaries for Cabi- 
net members, all state judges, lawmakers 
and the six statewide elected officials. 
‘The focus is broader this time. Bond sai¢ 
deputy department heads and division 


directors, whose salaries have been frozen - 


since 1978, often earn less than middle 
ment personnel they supervise. 
ion heads earn $34,000 a year: 
jes make $37.000. just below the stat- 
utory $40,000 level for .most Cabinet 
heads. 
Missouri State Highway Patrol salaries 
also ome under the commission's re- 
view, Specifically, Bond cited “dispari- 
ties” in state enforcement salaries 
compared to police wages in St. Louis and 
Kansas City. 

Legislation raising salaries for Cabinet 
heads and other appointed officials stalled 
last session after lawmakers attempted to 
attach annual hikes in their own $15,000 sa- 


“es. 
Bond had backed the bill, sponsored by 
Senate Acpropriations Commuttee Chair- 


man Ed Dirck of St. Ann. It would have 
permitted annual raises for the executive 
‘branch's top officers, as long as the raises 
didn't exceed percentage raises granted 
the rest of the state force. . 

‘The legistature backed that idea for the 
judiciary when it passed another Bond pri- 
ority, Senate Bill 497, sponsored by then- 
Sen. and now JudgeGeorge Murray of 
Creve Coeur. 

Under that bill, judges are freed from 
statutory ceilings on their salaries for the 
next five years. Raises can be granted 
through the normal appropriations 
process. 

This year’s pay plan — $240 plus 2 per- 
cent — puts Supreme Court fates at 
$51,950, appellate judges at $49,289 and cir- 
cuit judges at $46,740 annually. Pay for as- 


sociate circuit judges varies according to” 


the class of county. 

Donnelly, in 2 letter to Bond, asks that a 
sslary commission review. in particular, 
“inequities” of varying salaries for asso 
ciate judges. “There appears to be little 
justification to continue the different sala- 
Ty levels,” he says. a 

Rep. Gary Smith, a Dexter Democrat, 
made the same case last session, attaching 
an amendment to Murray's bill during 
House Judiciary Committee deliberations. 


equate judicial salaries” in 
n the premise that 2 suds-an- 
y package was passed this 


year.” “ 

Judges maxe no secret of their feziing 
that this year’s package was far from su 
stantial. The Missouri Bar recommended 
much larger increases which would have 
placed salaries for Supreme Court judges 
Py ae a year and appellate judges at 
g 


Bond coupled his creation of a salary 
ssi establishment of @ 1 
ion to recommend ways 
to improve the productivity and efficiency 
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of the state work force. " 

Acknowledging the lack of objective cri- 
teria to measure the success of such an e!- 
fort, the governor told skeptical reporvers 
he'd rely on Commissioner of Admini 
tion John Pelzer to sell the result 
Peizer can’t convince you...and lay 1t 9 
chapter and verse. then this thing won't 
have worked.” 7 

Asked if the panel's reports would have z 
on distribution of the 1 percent 
1 of money allotted for merit raises. 

said that “hasn't been proposed” at 
this point. 

The salary commission, entitled the Mis- 
souri Advisory Commission on State Gov- 
emment Recruitment, Retention and 
Compensation, is to prepare a repor for 
the governor. the Supreme Court and the 
legislat “as soon 2s is reasonably prac- 
ticable." ; 

Because the Missouri Constitution pro- 
hibits raises for elected officials micway 
through their terms, any raises for law- 
makers or statewide elected officials 
would not become law until after the 1984 
elections. 

Currently; salaries for statewide elected 
officials are: Bond. $55.00; Lt. Gov. Ken 
Rothman, $30,000; Secretary of State Jim 
Kirkpatrick, $42,500; State Auditor Jim 
‘Antonio, $42,590: State Treasurer Mel Car- 
nahan, $42.500; Attrorney General John 
Ashcroft, $45,000. 

Antonio's salery hit its cur: 
when his term began Jan. 1.1979, wi he 
rest of the odficeholcers, elected in 190, 
got their raises Jan. 1. 1981. 

Members of the 2577 commission. 
recommended those salary levels, 

Businessman Howard Young of St. 
Louis: Mrs. G. Duncan Bauman. wife of 
‘the publisher of the St. Louis Globe-Demo- 
erat; L.C. “Cieil’ Carpenter of MFA Inc. 
in Columbia: John Chance of Cenzralia’s 
A.B. Chance Co.: the Rev. Paul Reinert ci 
St Louis Ui: ly: Teamster leader 
Karl Rogers of Xansas City; Don Speicing 
of St. Joseph: lawyer and now-judge Joz 
Stevens of Kansas City; and businessmas, 
Robert Tipton of Trenton. 


SLeuis Gisde-Semormy 


Commission i 


Tues., Oct. 12, 1982, 


fo study - 


pay for patrol, judges 


Salaries for the Missouri State 
Highway Patrol and the judiciary will 
be the first studied by the governor’s 
commission on compensation, 
members decided in a meeting Monday 
at the Marriott Hotel, near Lambert St. 
‘Louis International Airport. 

“If you're a highway patrolman and 
your wife isn't working, your children, 
may be eligible for free lunches.” 
former state Sen. Albert M. Spradling . 

“of Cape Girardeau said. “We need 
immediate action,” 

A firstyear highway patrolman 

earns $16,692 a year. 

State Supreme Court Chief Justice 
Rober: T. Donnelly told members 

during their first organizational 
meeting that the state is losing 
expenenced judges and is discouraging 
talented lawyers from entering the 
Judiciary because of low salaries. 

HE SAID trial judges earn 45,000 a 
year, appeals judges $17,500 a year, 
Supreme Court judges $30.Q0 a year 
and the chief justice, $52,500 a year. 

Lawyers can earn six times as much 
in private practice, Donnelly said. 


“This is the only type group that can 
speak for us," he said. ° 
Because of the nonpartisan court 


Mrs, Bauman 


Clarkson Construction Co. in Kansas: 
City, asked how that report had been 
received. 

“1 think we had a real impact,” said 
Nora Bauman of St. Louis, who was on 
the previous’ commission. “There was a 
teal feeling we were not a politica! 
committee.” a 

Mrs. Bauman was elected vice 
chairman of the commission. Illus - 
Davis, a Kansas City lawyer and 


Donnelly . 


_ former mayor, is chairman. 


PUBLIC HEARINGS on the salaries 


. of law enforcement officials also will 


encompass the Salaries of police 
officers in St. Louis and Kanszs City. 
Those salaries are set by. the General 


a, j cann Assembly. 
fysrem, judges cannot lobby for "Both the law enforcement and 
“L hope your effort is profitable, Judiciary hearings should be held in 
most of all for the state. You get what  *D0ut six weeks, Davis said. 
you pay for,” he said. _Spradling said legislation 


‘The executive order establishing the 
Missouri Advisory Commussion on State 
Government, Recruitment and 

_ Compensation ‘decries the inability of 
State government to attract qualified 
personnel. 

“THE CURRENT an¢ future shift of 
twaditicnal feceral responsibilities to * 
the states will require the recrutment 
and retention of stronger ieaders in all 
three branches of state government.” 
states the order simed by Gov. 
Christopher §. Bond in June. 

A similar compensation commussion, 
with a more limited mandate, 
submitted a report in March 1877. 

William Clarkson, president of 


implementing salary increases could be 
introduced Dec. ] with the increases set 
at $l. By the time the commission is 


Teady to. make specific 
recommendations, perhaps by late 
February, the dills would have moved 


far enough through ‘the legisiative 
phed to have a chance of passage, he 


oe coramussion also will look atthe 
Salaries of elected. appointed and 
midzle management siate officials. 

Donnelly that the 
commission's jcb would not de easy. 

“Considering the financial 
constraints that now face us, the task 
this commission is taking on is 
enormous,” he said. 


Appendix T 


Charts Showing Judicial Workloads 


Source: Missouri Judicial Report 
Fiscal Year 1981-82 
Office of State Courts Administrator 
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Figure 5 
SUPREME COURT, EIGHT-YEAR WORKLOAD SUMMARY: 
APPEALS, WRITS, ORIGINAL PROCEEDINGS AND MOTIONS 
FY 1974-1975 through FY 1981-1982 2 
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Figure 7 
COURT OF APPEALS 
‘TEN-YEAR WORKLOAD SUMMARY: APPEALS AND WRITS: 
FY 1972-1973 through FY 1981-1982 
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1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 


-1982 


Figure 11 

: CIRCUIT DIVISION 
‘TEN-YEAR WORKLOAD SUMMARY 
FY 1972-1973 through FY 1981-1982 


Figure 8 
COURT OF APPEALS 
APPEAL FILINGS: CIVIL AND CRIMINAL 
FY 1973-1974 through FY 1981- 
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DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE 


1974 


NUMBER OF CASES 


Figure 12 
CIRCUIT DIVISION 
DISPOSITIONS PER JUDGE 
FY 1972-1973 through FY 1981-1982 


1975 1978 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 


FISCAL YEAR 
7 
ASSOCIATE CIRCUIT DIVISION 
FOUR-YEAR WORKLOAD SUMMARY 
FY 1978-1979 through FY 1981-1982 
800,000 
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Appendix U 


Workloads of Associate Circuit Judges 


REPORT 
TO THE ; 
MISSOURI ADVISORY COMMISSION 


ON STATE GOVERNMENT RECRUITMENT, 
RETENTION AND COMPENSATION 


BY THE 
OFFICE OF STATE COURTS ADMINISTRATOR 


January 17, 1983 
St. Louis, Missouri 


I was requested to appear before the Compensation Commission 
to present some facts, statistics, and answer questions in relation 
to the many uses that have been made of associate circuit judges . 
since the enactment of the enabling legislation to the new judicial 
article. . This legislation provided that associate judges after 
January Ly 1979 might handle any of the matters filed into circuit 
courts upon their assignment by the Supreme Court, the presiding 
judge of the circuit, local court rule, automatic assignment | 
procedures, or upon stipulation by the parties. 

During the period July 1, 1981 through December 31, 1982, 
that is, for the last year and a half, the Supreme Court has 
utilized associate circuit judges in the following ways. Orders 
for periods-of-time were cut assigning out-state associate 
circuit judges to 138 man weeks of covering dockets of courts 
other than their own. Of those 138 weeks, 122 weeks were assign- 
ments sending associates into the metropolitan areas of Jackson 
County, St. Louis City, St. Louis County, and St. Charles County. 
Sixteen weeks were assignments of out-state associates to sit in 
another associate division in out-state Missouri. Nineteen weeks 
of assignments (or a little less than 1/2 working year) were to 
handle matters that were pending before circuit court divisions 
in St. Louis City, St. Louis County and Jackson County. One 
hundred and three weeks of these assignments were cut ordering 
out-state associate circuit judges to metropolitan circuits to 
sit in the associate divisions of those courts. (See Attachment 


A.) 
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During the same time period, besides the transfer orders for 
periods-of-time, the Supreme Court issued orders assigning out- 
state associate judges to one thousand sixty-seven individual 
circuit court cases around the state. Based on the average dispo- 
‘sition rate of circuit court judges, these 1,667 cases represent 
about one yéar's workload for two circuit judges. 

Associate circuit judges were assigned by Supreme Court 
Order an additional one hundred five individual associate cases 
during this period. ; 

Although our reporting by circuit clerks is far from complete 
in reporting every judge who disposed of matters pending before 
the circuit court,’ we know that at least 25,730 circuit court cases 
were disposed by associate judges during the past fiscal year. ; 
Based on the average number of cases disposed by circuit judges 
of circuit matters in the same time period, associate circuit 
judges dispositions of circuit court cases represents one’ judge 
year's workload for slightly more than 30 circuit judges. These 
are inclusive of the dispositions by associate judges on assignment 
on order of the Supreme Court into metropolitan courts referred 
to earlier. The judge work years are low estimates because as 
a comparative tool, our office uses the actual number-of disposi- 
tions in circuit courts divided by the number of circuit judges 
to determine an average disposition rate of circuit judges. If 
the total circuit court dispositions were reduced by the total 
dispositions of circuit matters disposed by associates, the 


average number of dispositions by circuit judge would be lower. 
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The result of dividing the total number of circuit dispositions 
by associates by the lower average disposition rate of circuit 
judges would indicate a great many more work years at the circuit 
level by associates than shown in Attachment B in-the handout. 
That attachment, however, clearly indicates a growing use of 
associates by presiding judges and the Supreme Court sincs FY 
1979-80. In FY 80 associate judges were used for circuit case 
dispositions equivalent. to twenty. and one-half (20.5) circuit 
judges' workloads; FY 81 - twenty-four (24):circuit judges' work- 
loads; and FY 82 — thirty (30) circuit judges' workloads. If the 
equivalent number of circuit judges were added to the total number 
of circuit judges in the state to dispose of these cases, one 
could assume approximately $100,000 costs per judge per year for 
the judge's salary, his court reporter's salary, and the matching 
withholdings and fringe benefits provided’ by the state. . 

As a generalization, it is true that many of these assign- . 
ments are of cases of a less complex nator. However, the. 
availability of an assdéciate to hear the less complex circuit 
matters assures the parties in a lawsuit of the availability.of 
a circuit judge who has adequate time to deliberate complex issues. 
It should be noted that both the circuit and associate divisions 
of the circuit court raised their disposition to filing ratios 
during this past fiscal year.. According to the Annual Judicial 
Report of FY 1981-1982 published by our office, the filing to 
disposition ratio for the circuit divisions rose from +94 to .95 


and for associate divisions from .93 to .94. This is, I believe, 
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a rather remarkable accomplishment, primarily because so many 
associate matters have outstanding warrants where law enforcement 
officers are unable to produce the defendant. 

For purposes of transfer of associate judges, the Supreme 
Court uses four basic eriteria in determining who should be 
requested to cover the assignments. One, the level of difficulty 
involved with the case or cases to be assigned in conjunction with 
the proximity of locations, the judgment.of presiding judges as 
to the competency of associates under the presiding judge's 
authority, and the caseload of the associate who is assigned. 
Associates meeting the other criteria with the lowest caseloads 
within their own jurisdictions are the judges who are most often 
assigned to period-of-time transfers, thus equalizing the workload. 
There are very few associate judges who do not accept transfers 
upon request. Several associates who retired at the end of 
December, 1982 were among the judges who were asked to accept 
transfers the least often and/or who requested not to be trans- 
ferred. Though in fairness, I must report that a few of the 
judges who retired in 1982 were quite active in accepting transfers 
and highly competent. (See Attachment C.).. 

As| you can observe on Attachments D & E, the age profiles of 
associate judges reflect a drop in the average ages of the 
judges. Because an associate must be 25 years of age to qualify 
we have used different ranges on Attachment D than on Attachment 
E which was prepared in January of 1982. However, for comparison 


the number of present judges in the range of 60 to 70+ is 35 as 
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compared to last-year's 38. Twenty-five of these 35 are 65 years 
old or younger. Nine judges in the 50 to 59 range on the 1982 
profile will become 60 on their birthdays this year and thus just 
moved into the category of 60 to 70. In the last calendar year 
we had 10 associate judges who retired who had an average age 
of 75.30. The average age for associate’ judges in January of 
1982 was 48.69. The average age for associate judges on their 
birthdates in 1983 is 47.14. The average age on their birthdays 
of the 24 new associates taking the bench in 1983 is 43.37. An 
age profile of. magistrate judges was done in 1976 or 1977 by 
our office. My best recollection is that the avecace age of 
magistrate judges at that time was in the mid or upper fifties. 
That report may reside at Archives and I will attempt to locate 
it. It is, however, safe to say that the associate bench is not 
comprised of older attorneys seeking a way to ease into retirement. 
When chief justice of the Supreme Court, both Judges Bardgett 
and Donnelly publicly stated that the judiciary of the State of 
Missouri did not need more judges but rather better utilization 
of the judges we have. Our present Chief Justice Rendlen in his 
State of the Judiciary Address on January 12th of this year stated 
that the number of cases disposed last year reached the highest 
point in four years. He attributed much of this progress through 
the use of associate circuit judges handling additional responsi- 
bilities. I urge your serious consideration of recommending 
salaries for associate circuit judges commensurate to attract and 


-keep talented, dedicated attorneys interested in judicial service. 
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ATTACHMENT A 


SUPREME COURT ASSIGNMENT OF ASSOCIATE JUDGES 
July 1, 1981 - Dec. 31, 1982 (1s yrs.) 


1 WEEK 


.ASSIGNMENT OF 

ASSOCIATES 
TO CIRCUIT 
DIVISIONS 

JACKSON ' 

COUNTY 10 

\ 

st. LOUIS 

CITY 4 

St. LOUIS 

COUNTY 5 

ST. CHARLES 

“COUNTY 0 

OUT STATE 

MISSOURI 0 

TOTALS 19 weeks 


1 WEEK 


CASE CASE 


ASSIGNMENT OF ASSIGNMENT OF ASSIGNMENT OF 


ASSOCIATES 
TO ASSOCIATE 
DIVISIONS 


38 


“41 


17 


16 


119 weeks 
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ASSOCIATES ASSOCIATES 
TO CIRCUIT TO ASSOCIATE 
CASES CASES 
4 0 
a1 f 0 
2 2 
2 0 
1658 : 105 


1667 circuit 107 associate 
cases cases 


ATTACHMENT B 


CIRCUIT DIVISION DISPOSITIONS 
FY-79 THROUGH FY-82 


1979-1980 1980-1981" 1981-1982 


Civil Dispositions 79,119 ° 87,443 83,845 
-Criminal Dispositions ~ 19,964 20,485 21,797 
Totals : 99,083 107,928 105,642 


Dispositions of circuit cases for above years by Associate Judges: 


Civil Dispositions 15,112 , 18,975 22,722 
Criminal Dispositions 1,717 2,294 3,008 
Totals : 16,829 21,269 : 25,730 


Circuit division dispositions by Associate Judges translate into the 
following circuit judgeships per year: 


Associate Average 
Judge dispositions 
circuit per circuit 
dispositions judge 
FY 1979-1980 a 20.5 (16829 + 819 
FY 1980-1981 = 24.0 (21269 7 885) 
FY 1981-1982 = 30.0 (25730 = 859) 


CIRCUIT AND ASSOCIATE CIRCUIT JUDGES 
WHO WERE ASSIGNED 20 OR MORE 
TRANSFERS BY THE SUPREME COURT 
FY 1981-1982 


Walter E. Allen 
James P. Anderton 

Sam Appleby 

John R. Baty 

Robert M. Becker 
Ronald M. Belt 

James N. Bradley, Jr. 
J. Michael Brown 
James Clifford Crouch 
L. Thomas Elliston 
David Hedspeth 
Robert M. Heller 
John C. Holstein 
Raymond T. Hueseman 
Ralph Jaynes 

Thomas J. Keedy 

Don J. Killebrew, Jr. 
Daniel Max ‘Knust . 
Douglas E. Long, Jr. 
Lawrence R. McClure 
Warren McElwain 

John Moon 

Clyde Rogers* 
Theodore B. Scott 
Glen R. Simmons 
George S. Thompson 

E. Richard Webber 
Robert Yocom 


* Retired December 1982 
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ATTACHMENT C 


ATTACHMENT D 
JANUARY 1983 


167 Missouri Associate Circuit Judges 
Profile by Age Distribution 
Including the 24 new Associates Below 


100% 


90% 


Average age on Birthdays 


80% in 1983 = 47.14 years 


70% 
60% 
50% 


40% 
31% 


308 52 judges 


. 263 
43 judges 


20% 153 


35 judges 


‘ udges 
08 i eae 
Age E - 
on , 25-34 . 35-44 45-54 55-64 65-70+ 
Birthday . 
1983 


24 Newly Elected or Appointed Associate Judges - Jan. 1, 1983 
.Profile by Age.Distribution 


508% Average age on Birthdays 
in 1983 = 43.37 years 
40% 37% 
30% 7 
21% 21% 
2087S judges 


on 25-34 35-44 : 45-54 55-64 65-70+ 
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Nonse OF CUUGES 


50 


60 


40) 


30 4 


10 


ATTACHMENT E 


Missouri Circuit Judges 


56 


Age Distribution - January, 1982 


Average Age 
January 1982 
53.33 


20-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-69 ° 70-79 
: YEARS . i 


45 ; Missouri Associate Circuit Judges 


Age Distribution - January, 1982 


Average: Age 
January 1982 
48.69 


20-29 “30-39 40-49 50-59 80-69 70-79 
; YEARS . ; ; 


_ Appendix V 
Information on Missouri Juvenile Officers 


Prepared by Missouri Juvenile 
Justice Association 


SUGGESTED SALARY ADJUSTMENTS 
SECTION 211.381 


After MJJA representatives met with juvenile court personnel from across the state, 
it was determined that salary ranges for juvenile court personnel may not benefit most 
juvenile court employees. The.primary reason being that, although juvenile court sal- 
aries are statutorily. set, salaries below the Juvenile Officer position are paid oe the 
counties that comprise circuits. 


From 1977 until August of 1982, salary levels for. Deputy Juvenile Officers (DJOs) 
remaineg unchanged. Salary ‘levels for other-statutorily set positions under state pay 
during that time frame received increases equalling at least 25%. It is, therefore, the 
suggestion of the Missouri Juvenile Justice Association regarding Deputy Juvenile Officer 
salaries that the pay salaries for the positions of DJOs be increased from their present 
level to an amount 23% above present level. The following is the suggested increases in 
DJO positions: : : 


_ Chief Deputy Juvenile Officer 20,000 
Deputy. Juvenile Officer- Class 1 17,500 
Deputy Juvenile Officer-- Class 2 16,100 
Deputy Juvenile Officer- Class'3 . 14,200 
Deputy Juvenile Officer- Class 4 12,325 


MJJA also suggests that since DJO salaries are statutorily set, that the Commission 
approve a new classification of CLASS 5 Deputy Juvenile Officer with a salary of $10,500. 
This new classification level is suggested because some time is required with-new employees 
in our business, to determine their effectiveness when dealing with children. Given that 
the new employees under this Classification perform appropriately during his/her first 
year, and is thereafter retained as an employee, the minimal Class 5 designation could be 
increased above that of the training level Class 5 position. 


The .sug ested changes in the duvenile Officer position are to increase the present 
salary from $8, 690 per. year to $27,000. Juvenile Officers have not received mandated 
increases since the pay equalization bill of 1977. The responsibilities of the Juvenile 
Officer position has significantly.increased since 1977 as exampled: the implementation 
of detention facilities, mandatory juvenile separation from adult offenders, mandatory 
detention hearings, and mandatory statistical compilation. 


"If Juvenile Officers, since 1977, had been eligible for cost of living and merit in- 
creases as are other state employees Tegardless of the increases in responsibilities, their 
salary this year would have been in excess of $24,250. 


MJJA further requests that the Commission ammend Section 211.381, Sub-Section 4, to 
read : "The compensation for employees of the juvenile court in second, third, and fourth 
class counties provided by this. section is NOT A LIMIT TO.the total amount of acompensati on 
the employee MAY (shall) receive, for duties pertaining” tothe juvenile court." 


We further recommend’ that because duvenite Officer salaries are a state paid position, 
that the Juvenile Officer position be ‘included in cost of living and merit increases pro- 
vided other ‘state employees. 


Due to the fact that Deputy ‘Juvenile Officer salaries are statutorily set, we ask 


the Commission to seriously consider inclusion of Deputy Juvenile Officers in cost of 
living and merit increases. 


vel 


The Missouri Juvenile Justice Association and its 500 members would like to thank 
the Commission for affording us the opportunity to state the enclosed suggested salary 
increases. We would further state that we are very aware that the present salary struc- 
ture as set forth in Section 211.381 for juvenile court personnel .is antiquated and 
inefficient. We would suggest that this Commission provide whatever assistance possible. 
to change this inadequate system. . 


Respectfully submitted; 


.d. Patrick Doyen 
_ Legislative Chairman, MJJA 
Juvenile Officer, 25th Circuit 


“JPD . 
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STATEWIDE STATISTICAL INFORMATION 
REGARDING 
“MISSOURI'S JUVENILE OFFICERS AND DEPUTY JUVENILE OFFICERS 


AS REQUESTED. BY THE COMMISSION 


prepared by 


MISSOURI JUVENILE JUSTICE ASSOCIATION 
P.O. BOX 1332 
SEFFERSON CITY, MISSOURI 65102 
(314) 636-6101 
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INSTRUCTIONS 


DEPUTY JUVENILE OFFICERS: 


NUMBER OF COUNTIES IN CIRCUIT: Each Judicial Circuit is comprised of one or more 
counties. The number under this column is the number of counties in one circuit. 


CLASS OF COUNTIES: Counties are classified Class 1 through Class 4. The information 
under this column states the classification of counties in one circuit. 


NUMBER OF DEPUTY JUVENILE OFFICER: The number under this column states the number of 
‘Deputy Juvenile Officers in one circuit. 


CLASSIFICATION OF DEPUTY. JUVENELE OFFICERS: Deputy Juvenile Officers are classified, 
.under section 211.381. Class 1 through Class 4, as well as a Chief Deputy Juvenile 
Officer (CDJO). The information under this column is the classification of deputy 
juvenile officers in one circuit. : 23 

AVERAGE. YEARS EDUCATION OR DEGREE: Using "12" for a high school diploma, and 13, 14, 15, 
16 for college. 16 additionally means a Bachelors degree. 18 means a Masters. etc. 

The information. under this column is the education and/or degree of the respective 
deputy juvenile. officers. ‘ : 


EXPERIENCE: The.number under this column reflects the number of years experience in 
a Deputy Juvenile Officer position. E 


Salary; This amount. reflects existing salaries. 


OUVENILE OFFICERS: . 


The above information can also be used in reading information regardin Juvenile Officers, 


S-A 


HUMBER OF COUNTIES 
IN CIRCUIT 


ne 


CLASS OF | 
COUNTIES | 


'3 third al 


3 third Ly” 


i 
4 third cLd 


NUMBER OF DEPUTY 


! CLASSIFICATION OF DEPUTY 


JUVENILE OFFICERS | 


5 third cLd - 


“1 First cv. 


le third CL)” 


ia third C1,| 
[2 third ch ‘ 


[> ee cl 


2 third Cl.) 
1 first cl. 


2 2nd ch. 
{2 third Cl. 


1 fipst €1. 
2 2nd Ch. 


1 2nd Cl. 


‘] 1 third €1, 


Lénd Cl. 


j 
| 


Deputy Juvenile Officers 


JUVENILE OFFICERS 


2 
: Two Class Two 


“One - unclassified 


3 
Unclassified 
Two class 2 


Four class 3 


Two CDJO 
Two class 3 
unclassified 
coo 


One CDJO 
2 Class 


One CDJO 
2 Class 1 
2 Class 2 


unclassified 


unclassified 


one class 4 
one unclassified 


unclassified 


‘one COO 
5 unclassified 


one COJO 
one class 1 
one class 3 
one CDJO 
one class 4 


AVERAGE YEARS EDUCATION 
‘OR DEGREE 


16 


one-mas ters iene: bachel jars 
Bachelors 


16 


Masters 


Bachelors (16) 
“Bachelors (16). 


iy 

16 

13 

u 
Masters 

16+ 


Law degree 
Masters 
Masters 


16 
16 


ea re : 


AVERAGE YEARS 
EXPERIENCE 


2 
2 


2 
P 


e 
e 


vgeen 


Fe Nem vorvory gg genes 


AVERAGE 
‘SALARY 


oe 


iz *200--GRANT FunoeD-£0 Fi “a 
9,126 


13,080 
11,000 
15,500 
13,600 
16,130 
18,500 


16,650 
14,610 


15,931 
13,916 


15,49 


13,486 


13,500 
9,600 


10, 271 


16,650 
10,020 
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NUMBER OF COUNTIES 
IN CIRCUIT 


NUMBER OF DEPUTY 


CLASS OF 
| JUVENILE OFFICERS 


COUNTIES | 


2 third CL 3 
1 2nd cl. 
H 
1 First Cl.! 59 
1 First cl. 6 
4 Third C1.| 7 
Land cl. 
; ; 
(4 Third cl. 2 
1 
is Third c1. | 3 
‘ t 
i 1 
3 Third Cl. 2 
4 Third C1} 1 
1 2nd Cl. 4 
i: 
IL 
j6 Third ch. | 1 
1 First cl. n 
1 Third cif 3 
1 2nd Cl. - 1 
2Third cl. [°° 3 
2 Third Cl. 1 
2 Third C1. 1 


| CLASSIFICATION OF DEPUTY 
| JUVENILE OFFICERS 
i 


1 One Class 4 | 
One Class 3 
| One Superintendent of Deten 


| Unclassified 


One COJO 
| 5 - unclassified 


‘ltwo Class 4 
Three Class 2 . 
Two Class 1 


One CDJO 
One Class 1 


Two Class 
One Class 


Two Class 


Two Class 
One Class 
One CDJO 


One Class 3 


1 
2 
1 
One Class 1 
1 
z 


; Two CDJO 


Three Class 1 : ot 
Fourt Class 2 
Two unclassified 


One CDO 
Two Class 1 


Unclassified 


One Class 1 


| ogo 


AVERAGE YEARS 
OR DEGREE 


15 
Masters 


Masters 
16 


16 
15 


-16 


EDUCATION 


AVERAGE YEARS 
EXPERIENCE 


AVERAGE 
SALARY 


9,000 
12,600 
15,750 


19,611 


‘ 14,943.57 


20,000 


13,000 
11,500 
10,500 


16,650 
4,610 


13,500 
12,000 


14,610 


17,384 
15,647 


12,346 
13,500 - 


16,650 
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L-A. 


NUMBER OF COUIIZIES 
IN CIRCUIT 


| curs oF 
COUNTIES { 
i 


2 Third-Cl.: 
i 
H 


3 Third Cl. 
1 4th CI. 


2 Third cl.j 
3 Third cl. 


2 Third C1./ 


‘2 Third cl. | 
{8 Third cv. 
i 


{5 Third ci. 


3 Third Cl. | 


NUMBER OF DEPUTY 
JUVENILE OFFICERS 


| CLASSIFICATION OF DEPUTY 
| SUVENILE OFFICERS 

| F 

1 


Unclassified 


cDJ0 


jt. 


n 


Two Class 


| covo 


{one class 
i 


3 
| Two Class 2 
| One Class 3 

2 


! Two Class 


-0- 


AVERAGE YEARS EDUCATION 
OR DEGREE 


15 
om 


AVERAGE YEARS 
EXPERIENCE _ 


12 


10 


PAGE THREE 
AVERAGE 
‘SALARY 


9,089.63 


16,650 


15,500 


14,437 
4,200 (part time) 


10,630 
11,550 
11,448.82 


12,000 
-0- . 


‘B-A 


NUMBER OF COUNTIES IN CIRCUIT 


www re 


> 


CLASS OF COUNTIES 


3 Class 3 
3 Class 3 
4 Class 3 
5 Class 3. 


One Class 3 
One Class-2 


One Class 2 
Two Class 3 
Three Class 3 
3 Class 3 


Two Class 3 
One Class 1 


2 Class 3 
1 Class 1 


Class 2 


Class 


Class 1 


Class 


a 


Class 


> 


Class 


nw wo w 


Class 


a 


Class 3 


Juvenile Officers 


. YEARS EDUCATION-OR DEGREE « 


Masters 
Masters + © 


Masters 


Masters 


Bachelors 


Bachelorst+ 


Bachelors 
Masters 


Masterst+ 
(this JO serves as Director and JO) 
Bachelors * 


Bachelors + 
(this JO serves as JO and Detention Supervispr) 


Bachelorst+ 


Bachelors+ 


Masters 


“Masters - 


YEARS EXPERIENCE 


4 


10 


28 


‘SALARY 
18,690 
18,690 
18,690 
18,690 
18,690 


21,190" 
18,690 
18,690 
18,690 


24,498 
18,690 
43,754 


_ 18,690 


23,490 


23, 490, 


18,690 
18,690 
18,690 
18,690 
18,690 
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NUMBER OF COUNTIES IN CIRCUIT CLASS OF COUNTIES YEARS EDUCATION OR DEGREE YEARS EXPERIENCE ‘SALARY 
1 1 Class 1 JD Degree : ci 22,866 
2 1 Class 3 . aa ; 

1 Class 2 Masters 12 22,290 

2 2 Class 3 rt . 9 18,690 
2 2 Class 3, Bachelors + 45 18,800 
& 3 Class 3 
; 1 Class 4 18,690 
2 2 Class 3 _ Bachelors+ “1B 18,690 
3 3 Class 3 ° Masters a) 18,690 
2 2 Class 3 ; 17,957.35 
2 2 Class 3 20 18,690 
5 5 Class 3 13 4 18,690 
3 3 Class 3 1 month 18,690 
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Division of Water Safety, 
and Division of Liquor Control 


Contents 
Description of Office of State Fire Marshal 
Salary Comparison Between Missouri State Fire 
Marshal and Other Agencies: 
Description of Water Patrol 


Comparison of Water Patrol Salaries With 
Other Missouri Agencies 


Mission. of Division of Liquor Control 


- STATE FIRE MARSHAL 


ISSUE: A salary adjustment for the investigative personnel of the 


Missouri State Fire Marshal Office. 


Description 


The Office of the Missouri State Fire Marshal was established in 
1973. and included a staff of four investigators along with the 


. Fire Marshal and a Chief Deputy. The first year or two was spent 


in educating the fire services and police services of the State | 
of Missouri as to the availability and capability of the agency. 
The first staff was composed strictly of former firefighters with ~ 
no police background or experience.’ At first the criminal. investi- 
gators had no. police authority other than subpoena powers along 
with the authority of the State: Fire Marshal to hold hearings” 
concerning the incident under investigation. Gradually it became 
obvious that. the investigators were dealing with crimes' and 
criminals and the need became apparent for training in police 
techniques. but of the’ laws concerning arrest and search and 
seizure. In 1977 the criminal investigative unit of the State 
Fire Marshal's Office was given the power of arrest in bomb and 
arson related crimes. This placed further emphasis on the need 
for police trained investigators and the trend became not to hire 
personnel wko did not have a’police background. Ideally. a back- 
ground of police and fire experience would be justified, but if 
the applicant did-not: have the combination of both a police back- 
ground is vreferred over a fire related background.’ The vnilosophy 
exists that it is easier to train a police oriented person fire 
investigation rather than to train a person with strictly fire 
experience to be a police officer. We realize that this is not 
always: the case but each individual case had to be considered on 
its’ own merit. In 1982 the office received 579 requests for 
investigations from the various agencies throughout the state, 


During the brief history of the office there has been two men in 
the position of Fire Marshal, four who have held the Chief 
Deputy'’s position, and 24 different people have held investigative 


‘positions. The longest tenure to date for an investigator is 


6. years and 4 months. The average tenure for those that have 
since left the agency was 2.3 years. The average tenure. for 
those now employed is.2.48 years. Of those who have left the 
agency in the past the consistent reason for leaving has been for 
higher salaries and better working conditions. At the present ' 
time our turnover rate is 25% per year of the entire investigative 
staff. And currently 40% of the investigative staff has one yéar 
or less tenure. 
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Salary Comparism between the Missouri State Fire Marshal and other 
agencies doing approx. the same task: 


" MISSOURT STATE FIRE MARSHAL, 


Starting salary- $13,800 per year. 

Top salary - $17,028 per year. 

There are no step increases. Lower paid investigntors can only 
receive increases by receiving som of the appropriation designated 
for top salary investigators. 


OSLABOMA STATE FIRE MARSHAL 


Starting salary - $19,350 per year 

Top salary - $25, 932 per year.. 

To attain “the top salary there are 13 steps over a 15 year period. Agents 
receive from 24% to 15% annual salary increases. 

Supervisor starting salary - $23, 521 | ‘per year. 

Supervisor top salary - $31,520 per year. 

A supervisor must have a minimum of 5 years service with the agency. 


KANSAS STATE FIRE MARSHAL 


+ Starting salary - $17,484 per year 


After 6 months - $18,012 per year 
After 1 year - $18,528 per year 
Top salary - $26,292 per year 
Top salary is achieved after a 21 step process. Each step a 2a% increase. 


’ ARKANSAS STATE POLICE 


In Arkansas, State Police Sergeants do fire investigations. 

Starting salary - $14,846 per year 

Top salary - $24,752 per year : . 
Raises are approx. 10% per year and top salary is achieved after 10 years. 


D. Cont'd: 
"(TENNESSEE STATE FIRE MARSHAL 


Starting salary - $13,548 per year 
Top salary - $18,840 per year 
Top salary is achieved after 10 years with 10 amual salary increases. 


TOWA STATE FIRE MARSHAL 


Starting salary - $23,415 per year 
Top salary - $29,769 per. year 


ILLINOIS STATE FIRE MARSHAL 


Investigators in Illinois do fire scenes only. They do not conduct the 
criminal investigation nor do they have the arrest powers. There, are 3 


grades which are; IT II TII 
Starting salary - $15,444 per year $16 ,944 per year $17,616 per year 


Top salary - $19,536 per year $21,576 per year $26 448 per year 


NEBRASKA STATE: FIRE MARSHAL 


Starting salary - $15,900 per year 
After 2 years - $18,011 per year 
. Top salary - $21,013 per year 
The investigators receive compensatory time for overtime 


ST. LOUIS P.D. ARSON SQUAD 

Starting salary - $17,000 per year 

Top Salary - $23,000 per year 

After 8 hours per day investigators receivéd overtime pay 
ST. LOUIS COUNTY ARSON SQUAD : 

Starting salary - $18,650 per year 

Top salary — $23,528 per year 

After 8 hours per day investigators receive overtime pay 
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D. Cont'd: 


SPRINGFIELD MISSOURI ARSON SQUAD 

Starting salary - $18,954 per year - 

Top salary — $22,942 per year 

There are 5 yearly increments. between starting & top salaries. 


_ KANSAS CITY P.D. ARSON SQUAD 
* Starting salary - $18,636 per year 
Top salary = $26,232 per year 
Investigators receive 8 yearly increments of 5% each. 
INDEPENDENCE ARSON SQUAD * 
Starting salary - $16 , 752 per year 
Top salary - $21,168 per year 
There are 5 steps to top salary. The first after 6 months, the others yearly 
INSURANCE INVESTIGATIONS 


This company conducts investigations for insurance companies on a cost per 
hour basis plus expenses. 
e Starting salary range - $17,820 to $24,780 per year 
Top salary range - $23,520 to $33,600 per year 
Investigators receive 15-20% annual salary increases. 


AMERICAN FAMILY INSURANCE 


Starting salary - $19,721 per year 

Median (1 year) - $24,652 per year 

Top salary — $29,582 per year 

American Family also pays for complete health and dental insurance. Annual 
raises consist of the percentage of the cost of living increase for the previa 
year. 
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BD. Cont'd: 


STATE FARM INSURANCE 


Starting salary - $23,000 per year: 


Top salary - 


37,000 per year’ 


Salary adjustments are made monthly in direct proportion to 
the cost of living index. : 


Conclusion. of comparison: : 


a. Average 
Average’ 
Average 
Average 
Average 
our top 


onan oe 


starting salaty of -other agencies - $18,378 per year 
top salary of other agencies - $26,351 per year 
starting salary is $4,578 higher than ours 

top salary is $9,323 per year higher. than ours 
starting salary is $1,350 per year. higher than 
salary. : 


Visual.arrangement from information from preceeding pages; 


STARTING * 


Insurance Invest. 


Towa 

State Farm Ins. 
American Family 
Oklahoma 


Springfield 
St. Louis Co. 
Kansas City P.D.’ 


+ Insurance Invest. . © 


Illinois 
Kansas : 
St. Louis P.D. 
Independence 
Nebraska 
Arkansas 
*MISSOURI 
Tennessee 


- TOP. 
$24, 780* State Farm-Ins. ‘$37, 000 
23,415 Insurance Inv. 33,600 
23,000 Towa 29,769 
19,721 © American Family 29; 582 
19,350 Kansas City P.D. 26,232 

gilinots 36.488 
18,954 ansas 129 
18,650 Oklahoma - : 25,932 
18,636 = kane 25---=-= 

Arkansas 24,752 
47, 82000 ee eenne 24------ 
. 17,616 “St. Louis Co. 23,582 
17) 484 Insurance Inv. 23,520 
17,000 St. Louis City 23,000 
16,752 Springfield 22,942 
15,900 Independence 21,168 
14,846 Nebraska 21,013 
13,800 Tennessee 18,840 
13,584 “* MISSOURI 17,028 
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MISSOURI STATE WATER PATROL 


ISSUE: A salary adjustment for the miformed officers of the Division of Water 
Safety, better known as the Missouri State Water Patrol, and commmication 
personnel. 


1. 


DESCRIPTION: The Missouri State Water Patrol.has the responsibility of 


safety and enforcing state laws on 757,490 acres 


-Of recreational waters. This responsibility includes the. 
enforcement of boating. laws,. licensing and titling laws, 
investigating 


and reporting water-related accidents, assisting 


the public, ane Cn Semeral: Remco Ct enreey: cet She emacs 
piplncoape aren ee 


Suabliny te Whine seisltah Ghee eet peas wee safety 
courses and programs. Last year there were 105,523 persons 
in attendance. This division believes very strongly that - 


. these courses are an effective. deterrent to water mishaps. 


The recovery of victims of drowning in the state's waters, 
including farm ponds, quarries, creeks, etc. To assist in 
these duties, we have a dive team of patrolmen who have 


‘ volunteered, without additional compensation, to become 


certified divers and perform this hazardous duty. Also 
recovered are criminal evidence, vehicles, boats, etc., 
often at the request of another law enforcement agency. 


The Water Patrol is on call at all times to assist whenever 
floods occur. Our services include evacuating persons 
stranded in buildings, cars, etc. . The flooded area is then 
patrolled to prevent thefts, pilfering and loitering: All 
velated state agencies, sheriff and police departments,: 

Civil Defense and others have updated rosters for the phone 
mumbers and address of, our office and all personnel permitting 
quick commmications. 


All officers are certified to administer first aid to any 
citizen in need. Each officer is also certified in C.P.R. 
We respond to calls fram cabins, homes and resorts, as well 
as water enthusiasts. 


he Water Patrol operates a state-wide radio system to permit 
constant commuiications with our patrolmen. For econanic 
reasons, there is only one radio control and dispatcher center 
located in our headquarters. All recreational waters in the 
State are covered, except the new Smithville Lake near Kansas 
City.. Prior to the installation of this system, our patrolmen 
often found themselves in hazardous situations without commmi- 
cation, Each officer also monitors the sheriff's network and 
the Mutual Aid network permitting.a rapid response to requests 
for our services. Such requests are numerous but the mumber 
has not been tabulated. 
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f£. Same selected activity totals for 1981 are: 


20,694 boats inspected 
18,708 warmings issued 

296 larcenies investigated 
1,766 citations issued 


g- All buoys and navigation markers’ placed on waters of the 
state are permitted by this agency after a field investi-- 
gation, notice in county paper, public hearing and approval 
_ Of the Commissioner. 

This agency also reviews all applications for construction 
and changes in or on the shoreline of all waters to determine 
that a boating hazard is not being created. Lights on : 
structurés may also be required by this agency. 

h. All regattas, races, parades, fishing tournaments, ‘ski 

’ ,. exhibitions (any planned water activity) must be approved 
by this division. Patrolmen are assigned to assure the 
adhering to of safety rules and laws. Over 1100 permits 
are issued each year." 


i. The Water Patrol investigates all water pollution incidents. 
The State Litter Law is enforced. Boats are not permitted 
to discharge sewage in the waters. 


Missouri is fortunate to have an abundance of beautiful clear- 
water lakes and streams which are ideal for recreation. Tourism 
is the State's second largest business, and water recreation is 
a major contributing factor. It is estimated that a daily count 
of water enthusiasts for the last season would total 31,048,000. 
,Qur neighboring states cannot offer these facilities which account 
for many thousands of out-of-state vacationers each summer weekend. 


The Water Patrol, which is recognized as one of the outstanding 
patrols in the nation, has the responsibility to maintain the 
waters so they are safe and enjoyable for all users. It is diffi-~ 
cult to keep the waters compatible for runabouts, canoes, cruisers, 
fishermen, skiers, swimmers, floats, etc. at the same time. 


The responsibilities of this division have greatly increased at a 


only do our recreational waters maintain their popularity, but we 
have three new lakes. They are: 


Truman Lake - - Having over 1,000 miles of shoreline, Truman is 

in size to the Lake of the Ozarks. The lake has been 
filled for two years and it's reputation of being a beautiful 
lake with excellent fishing is known throughout the Midwest. 
For these reasons, and as facilities continue to be constructed, 
we expect a constant yearly increase in usage. 
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2. 


Smithville Lake - This lake is located 5 miles north of the 
city limits of Kansas City. It is approximately 13 miles 
long plus one arm. Opening in 1982, one year ahead of 
schedule, it is already the busiest lake in the state (boats 
per acre). 


Cannon Dam - This large lake of 18,600 acres will fill in 1983. 
This is the only Corps of Engineers lake ever built where the 
facilities. were ahead of the dam. ‘Being the only 


‘Shisscqussib yp cuir OPE Sats’ ave Gesponaini’ foe 'a! Lacaee ate and 
Must work longer hours to provide the services expected of them. 
One qetginal Piet abot request was. for. 70. wi formed otticers, 

bat fiscal problems have reduced this to 51 officers and may go 


From the wage comparison study given to you it can easily be seen 


’ examination, two oral interviews, a vision test, a physical exam- 


ination, and a swinming test, are given 17 weeks of training at 
the Highway Patrol Academy. The certified instructors are from 
the Highway Patrol’ and the Water Patrol. This is followed by two 


The academy training costs the State in excess of $4,000 for each 
recruit. This. does not include the officer's salary, transportation 
to and from the school, instructors' salaries and other incidentals. 
Consequently, the State has made a sizeable investment in each 
officer. Not only is it important to retain all personnel, as their 
services are needed, but to also eliminate the recruiting and train- 
ing costs. 43% of our officers have attended college, and most have 


As a'condition of employment, our officers mst furnish a vehicle 
of sufficient size and horsepower to tow and safely stop a patrol, 
boat. This eliminates their use of the gas econamy automobiles. 
They are compensated at the State's regular rate of 17¢ per mile 
when using their vehicle for State business. The vehicle requirement 
places a financial hardship on them not experienced by other law 
enforcement agencies. : 


ws 


3. OBJECTIVE: This year I appeared before the Personnel Advisory Board 

‘ appealing for a salary increase of 25% to bring our compensation 
up to the average of law enforcing agencies in our State. In 
the final report, they stated that this increase was justified 
but only a 10% increase wes recommended due to the State’s © 
fiscal problems. 


We are hopeful that this Commission will recommend a salary adjustment which will 
bring us to a parity with other.similar agencies. Not only are adequate wages 
long overdue, but this would also permit us to do a better job recruiting and 
retaining our personnel. 


For the safety of the ever increasing water enthusiasts, the enforcement of the 
laws on our many lakes and streams, and to continue to encourage the use of those 
waters by our citizens and the many thousands of out-of-state visitors, it is 
imperative that the Missouri State Water Patrol remain an outstariding agency. 
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LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICER SALARY SURVEY 


‘August 1982 
Police Department Effective Date of Salar; Starting Salary Maximum Salary Minimum Ho. of Years 
a ae ae To ximum 
Waraav Wood July, 1982 $19,715 | : $20,757 : “3.0 : 
Clayton ° October, 1982 . _ $29,488 $22,572 2.5 
Ladue January, 1982 $17,952 421,852 8.0 
Creve Coeur P $19,380 $24,732 5.0 
Kirkwood July, 1982. $17,668 $24,768 . 50 
Des Peres July, 1982 © $17,556 $22,392 5.0 
Webster Graves July, 1982 $17,479 + $23,585 
Bridgeton 3 "January, 1962 * $17,447 $22,318 a5 
Overland July, 1982 $17,220 $20,556 40 
Mo. State Highway Patrol July, 1982 $16,692 $28,297 
July, 1982 $26,664 $20,246 3.5 
Septenber, 1961 $26,308 $18,012 
December, 1981 $26,224 . $20,626 10.0 
May, 1982 $16,104 $26,232 12.0 
a November, 1981. $15,608 * $19,675, 
> duly, 1982 3 $17,136 $21,170 4.0 
University City . June, 1982 $15,468 , #19,76 ° 5.0 
Springfield _ Sune, 1982 $15,351 $19,105 4.0 
Independence “august, 1982 $15,276 | $19,272 5.0 
. Richuond Heights- { -.- duly, 1982 $15,246 * - $27,027 16.0 
St. Louis County or January, 1982 $26,711. * $22,954 
Crestwood “ “July, 19862 $15,179 $19,015 45 
Glendale : eo July, 1982 -* $14,632 ~ $18,384 - 5.0 - 
Berkeley : _ duly, 1982 $14,757 + $18,341 6.0 


IPA 


Police Department ctive Date of Salar Starting Salary - : Maximum Salary jinieus Ho. of Year 
: : To Reach Maximum _ 


Sunset Hills “January, 1962. $14,640. $22,440 6.0 
Sikeston : $24,200 ‘ $18,000 5.0 
Joplin October, 1981, $24,148 . $25,876 * 12.0 
‘Wazelvood = * ete $23,614 $24,038 8.0 
Columbia October, 1982 $13,607 $21,780 
eacaaaSDA AD 3 STATE <WATER- PATROL 0am Fa y jt NOB Zid mesic intel G13 TBD SASSER GT TSB 2 na ALA NCE Neth 
Jefferson City “ $12,756 ; + $17,200 ‘ 
St. Joseph July, 1982 $22,171 * $14,830 “90 
Cape Girardeau ; July, 1982 $10, 608 $20,032 
AVERAGE : $15,800 + $22,064 6.4 


Christopher S. Boad 


2 Guvernut 


Adjuant Genecal of Miyauti 


Edward D. Daniel 


* Duector 


Peace Officer Standards and Training 
STATE OF MISSOURI 2 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY - 


DIVISION OF LIQUOR CONTROL 
JAMES A. FRANKLIN, JR., SUPERVISOR 
- * P.O. Box 837° 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65102 
Telephone 31-4-751-2333 


THE MISSION OF THE DIVISION oF LIQUOR CONTROL 


The enforcement program has the responsibilities under Section 311.610 RSMo, 
1978, for carrying out the provision of Chapters. 311.and 312 for the proper 
enforcement of the liquor laws and regulations and in order to assure general 
compliance with Missouri Statutory Law. This program is directly involved in the 
following duties: licensing, routine inspections, investigations of liquor law 
violations, public relations and assistance to other law enforcement agencies, 
and administrative duties. i 

Sections 311.050 and 311.550, make it unlawful for any person to manufacture, 
distribute or sell alcoholic beverages in the state of Missouri without first 
securing a license. There were 17,437 licenses issued and $2,018,360 collected 
license fees and $25,022,018 collected in beer, wine and liquor taxes. Routine 
inspections of licensed premises have proven to be an effective means of deterring 
crime and enforcing the liquor laws and. regulations in that agents visit each 
licensed: premises in their respective assigned territories as often as time and 
expense money will allow. They are regularly assigned to conduct investigations 
of alleged liquor law violations throughout the state. Numerous, investigations ‘ 
conducted by this division result in charges being filed in state courts for 
unlawful sales of intoxicating liquor without a state license. While this 
-division is charged with the overall enforcement of the liquor laws and. regulations, 
they also cooperate and coordinate their activities with other law enforcement 
agencies and prosecuting attorneys throughout the state by personally contacting, 
them and gathering information they have received in the form of complaints from 
citizens or from their own personal knowledge. The Enforcement program provides 
the professional personnel, agents and special agents to accomplish the tasks set 
out in the statutory requirements. The personnel in this program are required to 
travel extensively. All of their duties involves traveling. throughout their own 
designated territory and at times throughout the entire state. 


The enforcement program personnel assures that liquor licenses are issued 
only to qualified applicants on approved premisés, to conduct inspections of all 
licensed establishments, and to dovestigate complaints of violations of liquor 
laws and regulations. 


This state is divided into six districts for enforcement purposes, with 
offices located in Kansas City, Kirksville, St. Louis, Springfield, Cape Girardeau 
and Jefferson City. Each agent is responsible for his area and for any special 
investigations to which he may be assigned and the district supervisors, of which 
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there are six - one a foe each district.- is responsible for the agents assigned to 
his district and for the proper liquor law enforcement within his district. - 

There are about 117,529 road miles, along which there are licensees located. The 
forty-nine (49) enforcement personnel are required to travel the entire 117,529 
miles to perform their duties of licensing, inspecting and investigating. They 
must provide their own automobiles and they are reimbursed at 17¢ per mile. The 
cutbacks have severely hampered this appropriation and has limited the number of 
miles each agent may travel.each month. This program is an integral part of 
collection of revenue -in that without proper enforcement, liquor establishments 
might be’ allowed: to operate unlicensed. 


The work load and responsibilities of the enforcement personnel have increased 
because of new legislation creating additional types of licenses and because the 
number of licenses issued have increased 48% over the past twelve years. The 
number of licenses issued have increased from 11,841 to 17,437, which indicates 
that the enforcement personnel's workload has increased. There are more licenses 
being issued and before a license can be issued the place must be inspected, 
which has increased the number of inspections. to be performed and since the 
number of licensees have increased, there are more complaints and for every 
complaint, there is an investigation. This division was originally appropriated 
funds for sixty (60) full time employees, now it is funded for only forty-nine 
(49). This is an 18% reduction in work force since January, 1981 and an increase 
“in workload. These people provide the entire state with professional knowledge 

in the enforcement of liquor laws and regulations: At the present time, the 
enforcement ‘personnel have a starting salary of $12,000 which is below other law 
enforcement agencies within the Department of Public Safety and below other 
enforcement agencies throughout the state. Also, .agents of the Division of 

Liquor Control are-prohibited by state statute from accepting: any other employment 
or’ any compensation other than their regular salaries and expenses while they are 
employed by this division. Therefore, unlike many other law enforcement agencies 
that allow employees to have part-time jobs, enforcement personnel of this 
division must support their families on their salaries. Another problem that t 
affects the agents is that they are required to use their own automobile while 
. performing their duties for the state and they are reimbursed at 17¢ per mile for 
miles driven on the job, while other enforcement agencies provide automobiles to 
their enforcement officers. The 17¢ a mile does not cover their total operating 
cost of their personal automobiles because of inflated gas prices, maintenance 
cost and replacement cost of their automobile so therefore, agents have to 
supplement their expenses by, using a portion of their salary to pay their traveling 
expenses. : 
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Appendix Z 


Proposed Salary Charts 
Department of Public Safety 


DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY 


Division: Missouri State Highway Patrol 


Job Classification: Range 
Patrolman’ 28y 
Corporal 18 
Sergeant 21° 
Lieutenant 24 
Captain - 26 
Major 27 
Lt. Colonel 28 
Colonel ~ 29 


Division: Water Patrol 


Job Classification: Range 
Patrolman 7 
Corporal 17 
Sergeant : .20. 
Captain “| 22 


Lt. Colonel - 23 


Division: Liquor Control 


Job Classification: Range’ 
Agent - : S$ 
Special Agent * i 
District Supervisor - 18 
Deputy Supervisor 21 


Division: Fire Marshal 


Job Classification: Range 
Investigator 3 


Chief Deputy Fire Marshal 21 
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RANGE 
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STEP A 
(Entry) 
1057 
410 
1166 
1224 
1285 
1349 
wa 
1488 
1562 
» 1640 
1722 
1608 
1899 
1993 
2093 
2198 
2308 
2423 
2544 
2671 
2805 
2945 
3092 
3247 
3409 
3530 
3759 
3047 
4144 
4351 
4569 
4797 
5037 
5289 
5554 


STEP B 
1 
110 
1166 
1224 
1285 
1349 
Wi7 
1488 
1562 
1640 
1722 
1808 
1899 
1993 
2093 
2198 


+ 2308 


2423 
2544: 
2671 
2805 
2945 


STEP C 

2 

1166 
1274 
1285 
4349 
wi 
1488 
1562 
1640 
1722 
1868 
1899 


"1993 


2093 
2198 
2508 
2423 


STEP D 


3 
1224 
1285 
4349 
1417 
1488 
1562 
1640 
1722 
1808 
1899 
1993 
2093 
2198 


STEP E 
4 

1285 
1349 
1417 
“1288 | 
1562 
1630 
1722 


‘STEP F 


STEP G 


6 

1417 
1488- 
1562 


"1640 


1722 
- 1808 
1899 
1993, 
2093 
2198 
2368 
2423 
2544 


STEP H 


mn) 
1488 
1562 


, STEP Tt 


10 
1562 
1630 
4722 
1808 
1899 
1993 
2093, 
2198 
2308 
2423 
2544 
2671 
2805 


STEP J 


12 
toto 
1722 
1808 
1899 
1993 
2093 
2198 
2308 
2423 
2544 
2671 
2805 
2045 


